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RSMo — The  most  recent  version  of  the  statute  containing  the  section  number  and  the  date. 


August  1,  2014 
Vol.  39,  No.  15 


Missouri 

Register 


Rules  appearing  under  this  heading  are  filed  under  the 
authority  granted  by  section  536.025,  RSMo  2000.  An 
emergency  rule  may  be  adopted  by  an  agency  if  the  agency 
finds  that  an  immediate  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety,  or 
welfare,  or  a compelling  governmental  interest  requires 
emergency  action;  follows  procedures  best  calculated  to 
assure  fairness  to  all  interested  persons  and  parties  under 
the  circumstances;  follows  procedures  which  comply  with  the 
protections  extended  by  the  Missouri  and  the  United  States 
Constitutions',  limits  the  scope  of  such  rule  to  the  circum- 
stances creating  an  emergency  and  requiring  emergency 
procedure,  and  at  the  time  of  or  prior  to  the  adoption  of  such 
rule  files  with  the  secretary  of  state  the  text  of  the  rule  togeth- 
er with  the  specific  facts,  reasons,  and  findings  which  support 
its  conclusion  that  there  is  an  immediate  danger  to  the  public 
health,  safety,  or  welfare  which  can  be  met  only  through  the 
adoption  of  such  rule  and  its  reasons  for  concluding  that  the 
procedure  employed  is  fair  to  all  interested  persons  and  par- 
ties under  the  circumstances. 

Rules  filed  as  emergency  rules  may  be  effective  not  less 
than  ten  (10)  days  after  filing  or  at  such  later  date  as 
may  be  specified  in  the  rule  and  may  be  terminated  at  any 
time  by  the  state  agency  by  filing  an  order  with  the  secretary 
of  state  fixing  the  date  of  such  termination,  which  order  shall 
be  published  by  the  secretary  of  state  in  the  Missouri 
Register  as  soon  as  practicable. 

All  emergency  rules  must  state  the  period  during  which 
they  are  in  effect,  and  in  no  case  can  they  be  in  effect 
more  than  one  hundred  eighty  (180)  calendar  days  or  thirty 
(30)  legislative  days,  whichever  period  is  longer.  Emergency 
rules  are  not  renewable,  although  an  agency  may  at  any  time 
adopt  an  identical  rule  under  the  normal  rulemaking  proce- 
dures. 


Title  13— DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 
Division  70 — MO  HealthNet  Division 
Chapter  15— Hospital  Program 

EMERGENCY  AMENDMENT 

13  CSR  70-15.010  Inpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement 
Plan;  Outpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Methodology. 

The  division  is  adding  subparagraph  (3)(B)1.V. 

PURPOSE:  This  amendment  provides  for  the  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY) 
2015  trend  factor  to  be  applied  in  determining  Federal  Reimbursement 
Allowance  (FRA)  funded  hospital  payments  for  SFY  2015. 

EMERGENCY  STATEMENT:  The  Department  of  Social  Services,  MO 
HealthNet  Division  (MHD)  finds  that  this  emergency  amendment  is 
necessary  to  preserve  a compelling  governmental  interest  of  collect- 
ing state  revenue  in  order  to  provide  health  care  to  individuals  eligi- 
ble for  the  MO  HealthNet  program  and  for  the  uninsured.  An  early 
effective  date  is  required  because  this  emergency  amendment  estab- 
lishes the  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA)  funded  hospital 
payments  for  dates  of  service  beginning  July  1,  2014  in  regulation  to 
ensure  that  quality  health  care  continues  to  be  provided  to  MO 
HealthNet  participants  and  indigent  patients  at  hospitals  that  have 
relied  on  MO  HealthNet  payments  to  meet  those  patients  ’ needs.  In 
order  to  determine  the  trends  for  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY)  2015,  all  rel- 
evant information  from  the  necessary  sources  must  be  available  to 
MHD.  Tlte  division  uses  the  best  information  available  when  it  starts 


calculating  the  payments  so  it  uses  the  trend  published  in  the  Fourth 
Quarter  Healthcare  Cost  Review  publication  which  is  generally  not 
available  until  February.  The  division  must  also  analyze  hospital 
data,  which  is  not  complete  until  near  the  end  of  the  state  fiscal  year, 
in  conjunction  with  the  trend  and  funding  to  determine  the  appropri- 
ate level  of  payments.  Without  this  information,  the  trends  cannot  be 
determined.  Tlterefore,  due  to  timing  of  the  receipt  of  this  informa- 
tion and  the  necessary  July  1,  2014  effective  date,  an  emergency  reg- 
ulation is  necessary.  As  a result,  the  MHD  finds  an  immediate  dan- 
ger to  public  health  and  welfare  which  requires  emergency  actions. 
If  this  emergency  amendment  is  not  enacted,  there  would  be  signifi- 
cant cashflow  shortages  causing  a financial  strain  on  Missouri  hos- 
pitals which  ser\’e  over  eight  hundred  seventy-nine  thousand 
(879,000)  MO  HealthNet  participants  plus  the  uninsured.  Tins  finan- 
cial strain,  in  turn,  will  result  in  an  adverse  impact  on  the  health  and 
welfare  of  MO  HealthNet  participants  and  uninsured  individuals  in 
need  of  medical  treatment.  A proposed  amendment,  which  covers  the 
same  material,  will  be  published  in  the  Missouri  Register.  This 
emergency  amendment  limits  its  scope  to  the  circumstances  creating 
the  emergency  and  complies  with  the  protections  extended  by  the 
Missouri  and  United  States  Constitutions.  The  MHD  believes  this 
emergency  amendment  to  be  fair  to  all  interested  parties  under  the 
circumstances.  The  emergency  amendment  was  filed  June  20,  2014, 
becomes  effective  July  1,  2014,  and  expires  December  27,  2014. 

(3)  Per  Diem  Reimbursement  Rate  Computation.  Each  hospital  shall 
receive  a MO  HealthNet  per  diem  rate  based  on  the  following  com- 
putation. 

(B)  Trend  Indices  (TI).  Trend  indices  are  determined  based  on  the 
four-  (4-)  quarter  average  DRI  Index  for  DRI-Type  Hospital  Market 
Basket  as  published  in  Health  Care  Costs  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill  for 
each  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY)  1995  to  1998.  Trend  indices  starting  in 
SFY  1999  will  be  determined  based  on  CPI  Hospital  indexed  as  pub- 
lished in  Health  Care  Costs  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill  for  each  State 
Fiscal  Year  (SFY). 

1 . The  TI  are— 

A.  SFY  1994-4.6% 

B.  SFY  1995-4.45% 

C.  SFY  1996-4.575% 

D.  SFY  1997-4.05% 

E.  SFY  1998-3.1% 

F.  SFY  1999-3.8% 

G.  SFY  2000-4.0% 

H.  SFY  2001-4.6% 

I.  SFY  2002-4.8% 

J.  SFY  2003-5.0% 

K.  SFY  2004-6.2% 

L.  SFY  2005-6.7% 

M.  SFY  2006-5.7% 

N.  SFY  2007-5.9% 

O.  SFY  2008-5.5% 

P.  SFY  2009-5.5% 

Q.  SFY  2010-3.9% 

R.  SFY  2011 — 3.2%— The  3.2%  trend  shall  not  be  applied  in 
determining  the  per  diem  rate,  Direct  Medicaid  payments,  or  unin- 
sured payments. 

S.  SFY  2012-4.0% 

T.  SFY  2013-4.4% 

U.  SFY  2014-3.7% 

V.  SFY  2015-4.3% 

2.  The  TI  for  SFY  1996  through  SFY  1998  are  applied  as  a full 
percentage  to  the  OC  of  the  per  diem  rate  and  for  SFY  1999  the  OC 
of  the  June  30,  1998,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  1.2%  and  for  SFY  2000 
the  OC  of  the  June  30,  1999,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  2.4%.  The  OC 
of  the  June  30,  2000,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  1.95%  for  SFY  2001. 
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3 . The  per  diem  rate  shall  be  reduced  as  necessary  to  avoid  any 
negative  Direct  Medicaid  payments  computed  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (15)(B). 

4.  A facility  previously  enrolled  for  participation  in  the  MO 
HealthNet  Program,  which  either  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  termi- 
nates its  participation  in  the  MO  HealthNet  Program  and  which  reen- 
ters the  MO  HealthNet  Program,  shall  have  its  MO  HealthNet  rate 
determined  in  accordance  with  section  (4). 

AUTHORITY:  sections  208.152,  208.153,  and  208.201,  RSMo  Supp. 
2013.  This  rule  was  previously  filed  as  13  CSR  40-81.050.  Original 
rule  filed  Feb.  13,  1969,  effective  Feb.  23,  1969.  For  intervening  his- 
tory, please  consult  the  Code  of  State  Regulations.  Emergency 
amendment  filed  June  20,  2014,  effective  July  1,  2014,  expires  Dec. 
27,  2014.  A proposed  amendment  covering  this  same  material  is  pub- 
lished in  this  issue  of  the  Missouri  Register. 


Title  13— DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 
Division  70 — MO  HealthNet  Division 

Chapter  15— Hospital  Program 

EMERGENCY  AMENDMENT 

13  CSR  70-15.110  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA).  The 

division  is  adding  part  (1)(A)13.G.(IX)  and  subparts  (a)  and  (b). 

PURPOSE:  This  amendment  provides  for  the  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY) 
2015  trend  factor  to  be  applied  to  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjust- 
ed net  revenues  determined  from  the  Federal  Reimbursement 
Allowance  (FRA)  fiscal  year  cost  report  to  determine  the  inpatient 
and  outpatient  adjusted  net  re\>enues  subject  to  the  FRA  assessment. 

EMERGENCY  STATEMENT:  The  Department  of  Social  Sendees, 
MO  HealthNet  Division  (MHD)  finds  that  this  emergency  amendment 
is  necessary  to  preserve  a compelling  governmental  interest  of  col- 
lecting state  revenue  in  order  to  provide  health  care  to  individuals  eli- 
gible for  the  MO  HealthNet  program  and  for  the  uninsured.  An  early 
effective  date  is  required  because  the  emergency  amendment  is  nec- 
essary to  establish  the  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) 
assessment  rate  effective  for  dates  of  sendee  beginning  July  1,  2014 
in  regulation  in  order  to  collect  the  state  revenue  to  ensure  access  to 
hospital  sendees  for  MO  HealthNet  participants  and  indigent 
patients  at  hospitals  that  have  relied  on  MO  HealthNet  payments  to 
meet  those  patients’  needs.  Tlte  Missouri  Partnership  Plan  between 
the  Centers  for  Medicare  and  Medicaid  Sendees  (CMS)  and  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Social  Services  (DSS),  which  establishes  a 
process  whereby  CMS  and  DSS  determine  the  permissibility  of  the 
funding  source  used  by  Missouri  to  fund  its  share  of  the  MO 
HealthNet  program,  is  based  on  a state  fiscal  year.  In  order  to  deter- 
mine the  trends  for  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY)  2015,  all  relevant  infor- 
mation from  the  necessary  sources  must  be  available  to  MHD.  The 
division  uses  the  best  information  available  when  it  starts  calculating 
the  assessment  so  it  uses  the  trend  published  in  the  Fourth  Quarter 
Healthcare  Cost  Review  publication  which  is  generally  not  available 
until  February.  The  division  must  also  analyze  hospital  revenue  data, 
which  is  not  complete  until  near  the  end  of  the  state  fiscal  year,  in 
conjunction  with  the  trend  and  hospital  FRA  funded  payments  to 
determine  the  appropriate  le\’el  of  assessment.  Without  this  informa- 
tion, the  trends  cannot  be  determined.  Therefore,  due  to  timing  of  the 
receipt  of  this  information  and  the  necessary  July  1,  2014  effective 
date,  an  emergency  regulation  is  necessary.  The  MHD  also  finds  an 
immediate  danger  to  public  health  and  welfare  which  requires  emer- 
gency actions.  If  this  emergency  amendment  is  not  enacted,  there 
would  be  significant  cashflow  shortages  causing  a financial  strain  on 
Missouri  hospitals  which  serve  over  eight  hundred  seventy-nine  thou- 
sand (879, 000)  MO  HealthNet  participants  plus  the  uninsured.  This 
financial  strain,  in  turn,  will  result  in  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
health  and  welfare  of  MO  HealthNet  participants  and  uninsured  indi- 


viduals in  need  of  medical  treatment.  The  FRA  will  raise  approxi- 
mately $1,093  billion  for  SFY  2015  (July  1,  2014-June  30,  2015),  of 
which  $22.0  million  is  attributable  to  the  trend  factor  that  is  the  sub- 
ject of  this  emergency  amendment.  A proposed  amendment,  which  cov- 
ers the  same  material,  will  be  published  in  the  Missouri  Register.  This 
emergency  amendment  limits  its  scope  to  the  circumstances  creating 
the  emergency  and  complies  with  the  protections  extended  by  the 
Missouri  and  United  States  Constitutions.  The  MHD  believes  this 
emergency  amendment  to  be  fair  to  all  interested  parties  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. Tlte  emergency  amendment  was  filed  June  20,  2014, 
becomes  effective  July  1,  2014,  and  expires  December  27,  2014. 

(1)  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA).  FRA  shall  be  assessed 
as  described  in  this  section. 

(A)  Definitions. 

1.  Bad  debts — Amounts  considered  to  be  uncollectible  from 
accounts  and  notes  receivable  that  were  created  or  acquired  in  pro- 
viding services.  Allowable  bad  debts  include  the  costs  of  caring  for 
patients  who  have  insurance,  but  their  insurance  does  not  cover  the 
particular  service  procedures  or  treatment  rendered. 

2.  Base  cost  report— Desk-reviewed  Medicare/Medicaid  cost 
report.  The  Medicare/Medicaid  Cost  Report  version  2552-96  (CMS 
2552-96)  shall  be  used  for  fiscal  years  ending  on  or  after  September 
30,  1996.  The  Medicare/Medicaid  Cost  Report  version  2552-10  (CMS 
2552-10)  shall  be  used  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  and  after  May  1, 
2010.  When  a hospital  has  more  than  one  (1)  cost  report  with  periods 
ending  in  the  base  year,  the  cost  report  covering  a full  twelve-  (12-)/-/ 
month  period  will  be  used.  If  none  of  the  cost  reports  covers  a full 
twelve  (12)  months,  the  cost  report  with  the  latest  period  will  be  used. 
If  a hospital’s  base  cost  report  is  less  than  or  greater  than  a twelve- 
(12-)/-/  month  period,  the  data  shall  be  adjusted,  based  on  the  number 
of  months  reflected  in  the  base  cost  report,  to  a twelve-  (12-)/-/  month 
period. 

3.  Charity  care— Those  charges  written  off  by  a hospital  based 
on  the  hospital’s  policy  to  provide  health  care  services  free  of  charge 
or  at  a reduced  charge  because  of  the  indigence  or  medical  indigence 
of  the  patient. 

4.  Contractual  allowances— Difference  between  established  rates 
for  covered  services  and  the  amount  paid  by  third-party  payers  under 
contractual  agreements.  The  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance 
(FRA)  is  a cost  to  the  hospital,  regardless  of  how  the  FRA  is  remitted 
to  the  MO  HealthNet  Division,  and  shall  not  be  included  in  contrac- 
tual allowances  for  determining  revenues.  Any  redistributions  of  MO 
HealthNet  payments  by  private  entities  acting  at  the  request  of  partic- 
ipating health  care  providers  shall  not  be  included  in  contractual 
allowances  or  determining  revenues  or  cost  of  patient  care. 

5.  Department— Department  of  Social  Services. 

6.  Director — Director  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services. 

7.  Division — MO  HealthNet  Division,  Department  of  Social 
Services. 

8.  Engaging  in  the  business  of  providing  inpatient  health  care — 
Accepting  payment  for  inpatient  services  rendered. 

9.  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) — The  fee  assessed 
to  hospitals  for  the  privilege  of  engaging  in  the  business  of  providing 
inpatient  health  care  in  Missouri.  The  FRA  is  an  allowable  cost  to 
the  hospital. 

10.  Fiscal  period— Twelve-  (12-)/-/ month  reporting  period  deter- 
mined by  each  hospital. 

11.  Gross  hospital  service  charges — Total  charges  made  by  the 
hospital  for  inpatient  and  outpatient  hospital  services  that  are  covered 
under  13  CSR  70-15.010. 

12.  Hospital— A place  devoted  primarily  to  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  facilities  for  the  diagnosis,  treatment,  or  care  for  not 
fewer  than  twenty-four  (24)  hours  in  any  week  of  three  (3)  or  more 
nonrelated  individuals  suffering  from  illness,  disease,  injury,  deformi- 
ty, or  other  abnormal  physical  conditions;  or  a place  devoted  primari- 
ly to  provide,  for  not  fewer  than  twenty-four  (24)  hours  in  any  week, 
medical  or  nursing  care  for  three  (3)  or  more  nonrelated  individuals. 
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The  term  hospital  does  not  include  convalescent,  nursing,  shelter,  or 
boarding  homes  as  defined  in  Chapter  198,  RSMo. 

13.  Hospital  revenues  subject  to  FRA  assessment  effective  July 
1,  2008— Each  hospital's  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenues  and  outpa- 
tient adjusted  net  revenues  subject  to  the  FRA  assessment  will  be 
determined  as  follows: 

A.  Obtain  “Gross  Total  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
25,  Column  3 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
Column  3 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  third  prior  year  cost  report 
(i.e. , FRA  fiscal  year  cost  report)  for  the  hospital.  Charges  shall 
exclude  revenues  for  physician  services.  Charges  related  to  activities 
subject  to  the  Missouri  taxes  assessed  for  outpatient  retail  pharmacies 
and  nursing  facility  services  shall  also  be  excluded.  “Gross  Total 
Charges”  will  be  reduced  by  the  following: 

(I)  “Nursing  Facility  Charges”  from  Worksheet  C,  Part  I, 
Line  35,  Column  6 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line 
45,  Column  6 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(II)  “Swing  Bed  Nursing  Facility  Charges”  from  Worksheet 
G-2,  Line  5,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
6,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(III)  “Nursing  Facility  Ancillary  Charges”  as  determined 
from  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division, 
nursing  home  cost  report.  (Note:  To  the  extent  that  the  gross  hospi- 
tal charges,  as  specified  in  subparagraph  (1)(A)13.A.  above,  include 
long-term  care  charges,  the  charges  to  be  excluded  through  this  step 
shall  include  all  long-term  care  ancillary  charges  including  skilled 
nursing  facility,  nursing  facility,  and  other  long-term  care  providers 
based  at  the  hospital  that  are  subject  to  the  state’s  provider  tax  on 
nursing  facility  services.); 

(IV)  “Distinct  Part  Ambulatory  Surgical  Center  Charges” 
from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  22,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or 
Worksheet  G-2,  Line  25,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(V)  "Ambulance  Charges”  from  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line 
65,  Column  7 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line  95, 
Column  7 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(VI)  “Home  Health  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
19,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  22, 
Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(VII)  “Total  Rural  Health  Clinic  Charges”  from  Worksheet 
C,  Part  I,  Column  7,  Lines  63.50-63.59  from  CMS  2552-96,  or 
Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Column  7,  Line  88  and  subsets  from  CMS 
2552-10;  and 

(VIII)  “Other  Non-Hospital  Component  Charges”  from 
Worksheet  G-2,  Lines  6,  8,  21,  21.02,  23,  and  24  from  CMS  2552- 
96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Lines  5,  7,  9,  21,  24,  26,  and  27  from  CMS 
2552-10; 

B.  Obtain  “Net  Revenue”  from  Worksheet  G-3,  Line  3, 
Column  1 . The  state  will  ensure  this  amount  is  net  of  bad  debts  and 
other  uncollectible  charges  by  survey  methodology; 

C.  “Adjusted  Gross  Total  Charges”  (the  result  of  the  compu- 
tations in  subparagraph  (1)(A)13.A.)  will  then  be  further  adjusted  by 
a hospital-specific  collection-to-charge  ratio  determined  as  follows: 

(I)  Divide  “Net  Revenue”  by  “Gross  Total  Charges”;  and 

(II)  “Adjusted  Gross  Total  Charges”  will  be  multiplied  by 
the  result  of  part  (1)(A)13.C.(I)  to  yield  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”; 

D.  Obtain  “Gross  Inpatient  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2, 
Line  25,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
Column  1 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  most  recent  cost  report  that  is 
available  for  a hospital; 

E.  Obtain  “Gross  Outpatient  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2, 
Line  25,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  most  recent  cost  report  that  is 
available  for  a hospital; 

F.  Total  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”  will  be  allocated  between 
“Net  Inpatient  Revenue”  and  “Net  Outpatient  Revenue”  as  follows: 

(I)  “Gross  Inpatient  Charges”  will  be  divided  by  “Gross 
Total  Charges”; 


(II)  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”  will  then  be  multiplied  by  the 
result  to  yield  “Net  Inpatient  Revenue”;  and 

(III)  The  remainder  will  be  allocated  to  “Net  Outpatient 
Revenue”;  and 

G.  The  trend  indices  listed  below  will  be  applied  to  the  appor- 
tioned inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  rev- 
enue in  order  to  inflate  or  trend  forward  the  adjusted  net  revenues 
from  the  FRA  fiscal  year  cost  report  to  the  current  state  fiscal  year 
to  determine  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenues  sub- 
ject to  the  FRA  assessment. 

(I)  SFY  2009  = 5.50% 

(II)  SFY  2009  Missouri  Specific  Trend  = 1.50% 

(III)  SFY  2010  = 3.90% 

(IV)  SFY  2010  Missouri  Specific  Trend  = 1.50% 

(V)  SFY  2011  = 3.20% 

(VI)  SFY  2012  = 5.33% 

(VII)  SFY  2013  = 4.4% 

(VIII)  SFY  2014  = 

(a)  Inpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 0% 

(b)  Outpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 3.70% 

(IX)  SFY  2015  = 

(a)  Inpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 0% 

(b)  Outpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 4.30% 

14.  Net  operating  revenue— Gross  charges  less  bad  debts,  less 
charity  care,  and  less  contractual  allowances  times  the  trend  indices 
listed  in  13  CSR  70-15.010(3)(B). 

15.  Other  operating  revenues— The  other  operating  revenue  is 
total  other  revenue  less  government  appropriations,  less  donations, 
and  less  income  from  investments  times  the  trend  indices  listed  in  13 
CSR  70-15. 010(3)(B). 

AUTHORITY:  sections  208.201  and  208.453,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
section  208.455,  RSMo  2000.  Emergency  rule  filed  Sept.  21,  1992, 
effective  Oct.  1,  1992,  expired  Jan.  28,  1993.  Emergency  rule  filed 
Jan.  15,  1993,  effective  Jan.  25,  1993,  expired  May  24,  1993. 
Original  rule  filed  Sept.  21,  1992,  effective  June  7,  1993.  For  inter- 
vening history,  please  consult  the  Code  of  State  Regulations. 
Emergency  amendment  filed  June  20  2014,  effective  July  1,  2014, 
expires  Dec.  27,  2014.  A proposed  amendment  covering  this  same 
material  is  published  in  this  issue  of  the  Missouri  Register. 
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Secretary  of  State  shall  publish  all  executive  orders  beginning  January  1,  2003,  pursuant  to  section  536.035.2,  RSMo 
fl  Supp.  2013. 

EXECUTIVE  ORDER 
14-06 


WHEREAS,  clean,  reliable,  affordable,  and  abundant  energy  is  critical  to  the  health  and  welfare  of 
Missouri  citizens  and  to  moving  Missouri’s  economy  forward;  and 

WHEREAS,  our  Strategic  Initiative  for  Economic  Growth  identified  “Energy  Solutions”  as  one  of 
the  seven  targeted  industries  with  the  greatest  potential  for  creating  jobs  and  spurring  economic 
growth  in  the  State  of  Missouri;  and 

WHEREAS,  establishing  policies  to  encourage  the  efficient  use  of  energy  in  all  sectors  of  the 
economy  will  allow  Missouri  citizens  to  more  effectively  manage  their  household  budgets  and 
Missouri  businesses  to  run  more  profitably;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  recognition  of  energy’s  unique  and  growing  importance  to  the  state’s  economy. 
Executive  Order  13-03,  transferred  the  Division  of  Energy,  formerly  located  within  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
executive  agency  charged  with  promoting  economic  growth  and  job  creation;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  transfer  of  the  Division  of  Energy  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Economic 
Development  benefits  the  State  of  Missouri  through  a better  alignment  of  goals  to  promote  the 
development,  security  and  affordability  of  diverse  energy  sources  essential  to  the  future  of 
Missouri’s  economy;  and 

WHEREAS,  Missouri  will  benefit  from  a cohesive  and  comprehensive  set  of  policies  designed  to 
guide  the  development  of  future  energy  supply  and  energy  use;  and 

WHEREAS,  meeting  our  need  for  clean,  affordable,  and  abundant  energy  in  the  future  will  require  a 
diverse  energy  portfolio  and  a strategic  approach,  requiring  engagement  of  all  energy  stakeholders  in 
a comprehensive  planning  process;  and 

WHEREAS,  a comprehensive  statewide  energy  plan  will  foster  the  efficient  allocation  of  capital 
among  competing  energy  resources  and  spur  job  creation  and  economic  growth;  and 

WHEREAS,  a comprehensive  statewide  energy  plan  will  provide  a framework  to  ensure  stable  and 
predictable  electricity  prices. 

NOW  THEREFORE,  I,  JEREMIAH  W.  (JAY)  NIXON,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE  STATE  OF 
MISSOURI,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  do  hereby  order  that: 

The  Division  of  Energy  shall  lead  a statewide  initiative  to  develop  a comprehensive  State 
Energy  Plan  to  chart  a course  toward  a sustainable  and  prosperous  energy  future  that  will 
create  jobs  and  improve  Missourians’  qualify  of  life. 
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The  State  Energy  Plan  shall  include  analyses  and  recommendations  to  guide  the  State  of 
Missouri  and  its  stakeholders  in  reliably  meeting  future  energy  needs,  while  fostering 
energy-related  economic  development.  The  State  Energy  Plan  shall  include  an  inventory  and 
assessment  of  current  and  future  energy  supply  and  demand,  examine  existing  energy 
policies,  and  identify  emerging  challenges  and  opportunities. 

The  Division  of  Energy  shall  solicit  input  from  the  public  and  energy  stakeholders,  including 
consumers,  businesses,  utilities,  energy  companies,  academicians,  political  subdivisions  and 
environmental  advocates.  The  Division  of  Energy  shall  conduct  public  meetings  around  the 
state. 

The  Plan  shall  identify  policies  to  meet  Missouri’s  short-term  and  long-term  needs  for  clean, 
reliable,  affordable  and  abundant  energy. 

The  Plan  shall  guide  the  development  of  Missouri’s  energy  infrastructure  to  further  the 
State’s  economic  development,  while  ensuring  access  to  affordable  energy  resources  for  all 
Missouri  citizens  and  businesses. 

The  Plan  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  energy-related  topics:  1)  Electric 
Generation;  2)  Fuels  and  Resource  Extraction;  3)  Energy  Distribution;  4)  Energy  Usage; 
5)  Energy  Storage;  6)  Energy-related  Land  Use;  7)  Energy/Water  Nexus;  8)  Energy  Pricing 
and  Rate-setting  Processes;  9)  Energy  Security  and  Assurance;  and  10)  Energy  Resources  in 
Emergencies. 

The  Plan  shall  identify  any  changes  to  statutes  or  regulations  that  are  necessary  to  its 
implementation. 

The  Plan  shall  be  developed  in  a manner  that  will  allow  the  public  and  representatives  of  all 
interested  stakeholders  to  participate. 

All  executive  branch  entities,  including  but  not  limited  to,  the  Department  of  Economic 
Development,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
Office  of  Administration,  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the 
Department  of  Higher  Education,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Public  Service 
Commission,  the  Office  of  the  Public  Counsel,  and  the  State  Emergency  Management 
Agency  shall  provide  administrative  support  and  coordination  with  the  Division  of  Energy  in 
the  development  of  the  State  Energy  Plan. 

The  Division  of  Energy  shall  deliver  a State  Energy  Plan  to  the  Governor  by  May  31,  2015. 
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IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  and  caused  to  be  affixed  the 
Great  Seal  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  in  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  on  this  18th  day  of  June,  2014. 
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Under  this  heading  will  appear  the  text  of  proposed  rules 
and  changes.  The  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is 
required  to  contain  an  explanation  of  any  new  rule  or  any 
change  in  an  existing  rule  and  the  reasons  therefor.  This  is  set 
out  in  the  Purpose  section  with  each  rule.  Also  required  is  a 
citation  to  the  legal  authority  to  make  rules.  This  appears  fol- 
lowing the  text  of  the  rule,  after  the  word  “Authority.” 

Entirely  new  rules  are  printed  without  any  special  symbol- 
ogy under  the  heading  of  proposed  rule.  If  an  existing 
rule  is  to  be  amended  or  rescinded,  it  will  have  a heading  of 
proposed  amendment  or  proposed  rescission.  Rules  which 
are  proposed  to  be  amended  will  have  new  matter  printed  in 
boldface  type  and  matter  to  be  deleted  placed  in  brackets. 

An  important  function  of  the  Missouri  Register  is  to  solicit 
and  encourage  public  participation  in  the  rulemaking 
process.  The  law  provides  that  for  every  proposed  rule, 
amendment,  or  rescission  there  must  be  a notice  that  anyone 
may  comment  on  the  proposed  action.  This  comment  may 
take  different  forms. 

If  an  agency  is  required  by  statute  to  hold  a public  hearing 
before  making  any  new  rules,  then  a Notice  of  Public 
Hearing  will  appear  following  the  text  of  the  rule.  Hearing 
dates  must  be  at  least  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  of  the 
notice  in  the  Missouri  Register.  If  no  hearing  is  planned  or 
required,  the  agency  must  give  a Notice  to  Submit 
Comments.  This  allows  anyone  to  file  statements  in  support 
of  or  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  action  with  the  agency 
within  a specified  time,  no  less  than  thirty  (30)  days  after  pub- 
lication of  the  notice  in  the  Missouri  Register. 

An  agency  may  hold  a public  hearing  on  a rule  even 
though  not  required  by  law  to  hold  one.  If  an  agency 
allows  comments  to  be  received  following  the  hearing  date, 
the  close  of  comments  date  will  be  used  as  the  beginning  day 
in  the  ninety-  (90-)  day-count  necessary  for  the  filing  of  the 
order  of  rulemaking. 

If  an  agency  decides  to  hold  a public  hearing  after  planning 
not  to,  it  must  withdraw  the  earlier  notice  and  file  a new 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  and  schedule  a hearing  for  a 
date  not  less  than  thirty  (30)  days  from  the  date  of  publication 
of  the  new  notice. 

Proposed  Amendment  Text  Reminder: 

Boldface  text  indicates  new  matter. 

[Bracketed  text  indicates  matter  being  deleted.] 


(A)  During  the  November  portion  statewide  and  the  antlerless  por- 
tion in  open  counties,  other  wildlife  (except  furbearers)  may  be 
hunted  only  with  pistol,  revolver,  or  rifle  firing  a .22  caliber  or 
smaller  rimfire  cartridge,  or  a shotgun  and  shot  not  larger  than  No. 
4;  except  that  waterfowl  hunters,  trappers,  or  landowners  on  their 
land  or  lessees  on  land  upon  which  they  reside  may  use  other  meth- 
ods as  specified  in  3 CSR  10-7.410(1)(G); 

(B)  During  the  November  portion  statewide  and  the  antlerless 
portion  in  open  counties,  /F/furbearers  may  be  hunted  [using  any 
legal  deer  hunting  method  during]  within  the  established 
furbearer  hunting  seasons  during  daylight  hours  using  any  legal 
deer  hunting  method  by  persons  holding  an  unfilled  Firearms  Deer 
[Hunting  Permit]  hunting  permit,  and — 

1.  A Resident  Small  Game  Hunting  Permit;  or 

2.  A Nonresident  Furbearer  Hunting  and  Trapping  Permit; 

AUTHORITY:  sections  40  and  45  of  Art.  IV,  Mo.  Const,  and  section 
252.240,  RSMo  2000.  Original  rule  filed  April  29,  2004,  effective 
May  15,  2004.  For  intervening  history,  please  consult  the  Code  of 
State  Regulations.  Amended:  Filed  July  1,  2014. 

PUBLIC  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  not  cost  state  agen- 
cies or  political  subdivisions  more  than  five  hundred  dollars  ($500) 
in  the  aggregate. 

PRIVATE  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  not  cost  private  enti- 
ties more  than  five  hundred  dollars  ($500)  in  the  aggregate. 

NOTICE  TO  SUBMIT  COMMENTS:  Anyone  may  file  a statement  in 
support  of  or  in  opposition  to  this  proposed  amendment  with  Tom  A. 
Draper,  Deputy  Director,  Department  of  Consen’ation,  PO  Box  180, 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65102-01 80.  To  be  considered,  comments  must  be 
received  within  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Missouri  Register.  No  public  hearing  is  scheduled. 


Title  13— DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 
Division  70 — MO  HealthNet  Division 
Chapter  15— Hospital  Program 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT 

13  CSR  70-15.010  Inpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement 
Plan;  Outpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Methodology. 

The  division  is  amending  sections  (3),  (4),  and  (15)  and  adding  sub- 
paragraph  (3)(B)1.V. 


Title  3— DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION 
Division  10— Conservation  Commission 
Chapter  7— Wildlife  Code:  Hunting:  Seasons,  Methods, 
Limits 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT 


PURPOSE:  This  amendment  provides  for  the  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY) 
2015  trend  factor  to  be  applied  in  determining  hospital  payments  for 
SFY  2015.  This  amendment  also  clarifies  the  per  diem  rate  computa- 
tion for  new  and  existing  facilities  and  clarifies  the  reimbursement 
for  a facility  that  terminates  from  and  reenters  the  MO  HealthNet 
program.  In  addition,  this  amendment  clarifies  the  publication  to  be 
used  for  trend  indices. 


3 CSR  10-7.433  Deer:  Firearms  Hunting  Season.  The  commission 
proposes  to  amend  section  (4),  and  subsections  (4)(A)  and  (4)(B)  of 
this  rule. 

PURPOSE:  This  amendment  clarifies  the  methods  and  permits 
required  to  hunt  other  wildlife  during  the  youth  and  alternative  meth- 
ods portions  of  the  fall  firearms  deer  season. 

(4)  Other  wildlife  may  be  hunted  during  the  firearms  deer  hunting 
season  [with  the  following  restrictions:]  except  as  further 
restricted  in  this  section — 


(3)  Per  Diem  Reimbursement  Rate  Computation.  Each  hospital  shall 
receive  a MO  HealthNet  per  diem  rate  based  on  the  following  com- 
putation/. ]: 

(A)  The  per  diem  rate  shall  be  determined  from  the  1995  base  year 
cost  report  in  accordance  with  the  following  formula: 

Per  Diem=  <0C  * ">  + ™C_ 

MPD  MPDC 

1.  OC— The  operating  component  is  the  hospital’s  total  allow- 
able cost  (TAC)  less  CMC; 
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2.  CMC— The  capital  and  medical  education  component  of  the 
hospital’s  TAC; 

3.  MPD— Medicaid  inpatient  days; 

4.  MPDC-MPD— Medicaid  patient  days  for  capital  costs  as 
defined  in  paragraph  (3)(A)3.  with  a minimum  utilization  of  sixty 
percent  (60%)  as  described  in  paragraph  (5)(C)8.; 

5.  TI— Trend  indices.  The  trend  indices  are  applied  to  the  OC 
of  the  per  diem  rate.  The  trend  [indices]  index  for  SFY  1995  is  used 
to  adjust  the  OC  to  a common  fiscal  year  end  of  June  30.  The 
adjusted  OC  shall  be  trended  through  SFY  2001; 

6.  TAC— Allowable  inpatient  routine  and  special  care  unit 
expenses,  ancillary  expenses,  and  graduate  medical  education  costs 
will  be  added  to  determine  the  hospital’s  total  allowable  cost  (TAC); 

7.  The  per  diem  shall  not  exceed  the  average  MO  HealthNet 
inpatient  charge  per  diem  as  determined  from  the  base  year  cost 
report  and  adjusted  by  the  TI;  and 

8.  The  per  diem  shall  be  adjusted  for  rate  increases  granted  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (5)(F)  for  allowable  costs  not  included  in 
the  base  year  cost  report. 

(B)  Trend  Indices  (TI).  Trend  indices  are  determined  based  on  the 
four-  (4-)  quarter  average  DRI  Index  for  DRI-Type  Hospital  Market 
Basket  as  published  in  Health  Care  Costs  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill  for 
each  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY)  1995  to  1998.  Trend  indices  starting  in 
SFY  1999  will  be  determined  based  on  CPI  Hospital  indexed  as  pub- 
lished in  Health  Care  Costs  by  DRI/McGraw-Hill,  or  equivalent 
publication  regardless  of  any  changes  in  the  name  of  the  publi- 
cation or  publisher,  for  each  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY). 

1 . The  TI  are— 

A.  SFY  1994-4.6% 

B.  SFY  1995-4.45% 

C.  SFY  1996-4.575% 

D.  SFY  1997-4.05% 

E.  SFY  1998-3.1% 

F.  SFY  1999-3.8% 

G.  SFY  2000-4.0% 

H.  SFY  2001-4.6% 

I.  SFY  2002-4.8% 

J.  SFY  2003-5.0% 

K.  SFY  2004-6.2% 

L.  SFY  2005-6.7% 

M.  SFY  2006-5.7% 

N.  SFY  2007-5.9% 

O.  SFY  2008-5.5% 

P.  SFY  2009-5.5% 

Q.  SFY  2010-3.9% 

R.  SFY  2011 — 3.2% — The  3.2%  trend  shall  not  be  applied  in 
determining  the  per  diem  rate,  Direct  Medicaid  payments,  or  unin- 
sured payments. 

S.  SFY  2012-4.0% 

T.  SFY  2013-4.4% 

U.  SFY  2014-3.7% 

Y.  SFY  2015—4.3% 

2.  The  TI  for  SFY  1996  through  SFY  1998  are  applied  as  a full 
percentage  to  the  OC  of  the  per  diem  rate  and  for  SFY  1999  the  OC 
of  the  June  30,  1998,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  1.2%  and  for  SFY 
2000  the  OC  of  the  June  30,  1999,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  2.4%. 
The  OC  of  the  June  30,  2000,  rate  shall  be  trended  by  1.95%  for 
SFY  2001. 

3 . The  per  diem  rate  shall  be  reduced  as  necessary  to  avoid  any 
negative  Direct  Medicaid  payments  computed  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (15)(B). 

4.  A facility  previously  enrolled  for  participation  in  the  MO 
HealthNet  Program,  which  either  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  termi- 
nates its  participation  in  the  MO  HealthNet  Program  and  which  reen- 
ters the  MO  HealthNet  Program,  [shall  have  its  MO  HealthNet 
rate  determined  in  accordance  with  section  (4) ] will  receive 
the  same  inpatient  rate  and  outpatient  rate  as  the  previous 
owner/operator.  Such  facility  will  also  receive  the  same  Direct 


Medicaid  Add-On  Payment  and  Uninsured  Add-On  Payment  as 
the  previous  owner/operator  if  the  facility  reenters  the  MO 
HealthNet  Program  during  the  same  state  fiscal  year.  If  the  facil- 
ity does  not  reenter  during  the  same  state  fiscal  year,  the  Direct 
Medicaid  Add-On  Payment  and  Uninsured  Add-On  Payment  will 
be  determined  based  on  the  applicable  base  year  data  (i.e., 
fourth  prior  year  cost  report  for  the  Direct  Medicaid  Payment; 
see  13  CSR  70-15.220  for  the  applicable  data  for  the  Uninsured 
Add-On  Payment).  If  the  facility  does  not  have  the  applicable 
base  year  data,  the  Direct  Medicaid  Add-On  Payment  and  the 
Uninsured  Add-On  Payment  will  be  based  on  the  most  recent 
audited  data  available  and  will  include  annual  trend  factor 
adjustments  from  the  year  subsequent  to  the  cost  report  period 
through  the  state  fiscal  year  for  which  the  payments  are  being 
determined. 

(4)  Per  Diem  Rate— New  Hospitals. 

(A)  Facilities  Reimbursed  by  Medicare  on  a Per  Diem  Basis.  In  the 
absence  of  adequate  cost  data,  a new  facility’s  MO  HealthNet  rate 
[may  be  its  most  current  Medicare  rate  on  file  for  two  (2)  fis- 
cal years  following  the  facility's  initial  fiscal  year  as  a new 
facility.  The  MO  HealthNet  rate  for  this  third  fiscal  year  will 
be  the  lower  of  the  most  current  Medicare  rate  on  file  by 
review  date  or  the  facility's  MO  HealthNet  rate  for  its  sec- 
ond fiscal  year  indexed  forward  by  the  inflation  index  for  the 
current  fiscal  year.  The  MO  HealthNet  rate  for  the  facility's 
fourth  fiscal  year  will  be  determined  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tions (1)-(3)  of  this  plan.]  shall  be  determined  as  set  forth 
below  in  (4)(B). 

(B)  Facilities  Reimbursed  by  Medicare  on  a DRG  Basis.  In  the 
absence  of  adequate  cost  data,  a new  facility’s  MO  HealthNet  rate 
shall  be  ninety  percent  (90%)  of  the  average-weighted,  statewide  per 
diem  rate  for  the  year  it  became  certified  to  participate  in  the  MO 
HealthNet  Program  until  a prospective  rate  is  determined  on  the 
facility’s  [fourth  fiscal  year]  rate  setting  cost  report  [in  accor- 
dance with  sections  (1)-<3)  of  this  plan]  as  set  forth  below  in 
paragraph  (4)(B)1.  The  facility’s  rate  setting  cost  report  shall  be 
the  first  full  fiscal  year  cost  report.  If  the  facility’s  [fourth]  first 
full  fiscal  year  cost  report  does  not  include  any  Medicaid  costs,  the 
facility  shall  continue  to  receive  the  initial  rate,  and  the  prospective 
rate  will  be  determined  from  the  facility’s  [fifth]  second  full  fiscal 
year  cost  report.  If  the  facility’s  second  full  fiscal  year  cost  report 
does  not  include  any  Medicaid  cost,  the  initial  rate  shall  become 
the  facility’s  prospective  rate  and  shall  be  effective  the  date  the 
facility  was  enrolled  in  the  MO  HealthNet  program.  The  effective 
date  for  facilities  whose  prospective  rate  was  based  on  the  rate 
setting  cost  report  shall  be  the  first  day  of  the  SFY  that  the  rate 
setting  cost  report  is  the  base  year  cost  report  for  determining  the 
Direct  Medicaid  Add-On  Payment. 

1.  Prospective  Per  Diem  Reimbursement  Rate  Computation. 
Each  new  hospital  shall  receive  a MO  HealthNet  prospective  per 
diem  rate  based  on  the  sum  of  the  following  components: 

A.  Total  Allowable  Cost,  less  Graduate  Medical  Education 
cost,  adjusted  by  the  Trend  Indices  included  in  (3)  (B)  from  the 
year  subsequent  to  the  rate  setting  cost  report  period  through  the 
state  fiscal  year  for  which  the  rate  is  being  determined,  divided 
by  Medicaid  Inpatient  Days;  plus, 

B.  Graduate  Medical  Education  cost  divided  by  Medicaid 
Inpatient  Days. 

2.  The  per  diem  rate  shall  not  exceed  the  average  MO 
HealthNet  inpatient  charge  per  day  as  determined  from  the  rate 
setting  cost  report  as  adjusted  by  the  applicable  Trend  Indices; 

3.  The  per  diem  rate  shall  be  adjusted  for  rate  increases 
granted  in  accordance  with  subsection  (5)  (F)  for  allowable  costs 
not  included  in  the  rate  setting  cost  report. 

4.  The  per  diem  rate  shall  be  reduced  as  necessary  to  avoid 
any  negative  Direct  Medicaid  Payments  computed  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (15)  (B). 
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(C)  In  addition  to  the  MO  HealthNet  rate  determined  by  either 
subsection  (4)(A)  or  (4)(B),  the  MO  HealthNet  per  diem  rate  for  a 
new  hospital  licensed  after  February  1,  2007,  shall  include  an  adjust- 
ment for  the  hospital's  estimated  Direct  Medicaid  Add-On 
/p/Payment  per  patient  day,  as  determined  in  subsection  (15)(C), 
until  the  facility’s  [fourth  fiscal  year]  prospective  rate  is  set  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (4)(B).  [The  MO  HealthNet  rate  for 
the  facility's  fourth  fiscal  year  will  be  determined  in  accor- 
dance with  sections  (1)-(3)  of  this  plan.]  The  facility’s  Direct 
Medicaid  Add-On  adjustment  will  then  no  longer  be  included  in  the 
per  diem  rate  but  shall  be  calculated  as  a separate  Add-On 
[pi Payment,  as  set  forth  in  section  (15).  [If  the  facility's  fourth 
fiscal  year  cost  report  does  not  include  any  Medicaid  costs, 
the  facility  shall  continue  to  receive  the  Direct  Medicaid  Add- 
On  as  an  adjustment  to  its  initial  rate.  The  prospective  rate 
will  be  determined  on  the  facility's  fifth  fiscal  year  cost 
report  at  which  time  the  facility's  Direct  Medicaid  Add-On 
adjustment  will  no  longer  be  included  in  the  per  diem  but  be 
calculated  as  a separate  Add-On  payment,  as  set  forth  in 
section  (15).] 

(15)  Direct  Medicaid  Payments. 

(C)  For  new  hospitals  that  do  not  have  a base  cost  report,  Direct 
Medicaid  /p/Payments  shall  be  estimated  as  follows: 

1.  Hospitals  receiving  Direct  Medicaid  /p/Payments  shall  be 
divided  into  quartiles  based  on  total  beds; 

2.  Direct  Medicaid  /pTPayments  shall  be  individually  summed 
by  quartile  and  then  divided  by  the  total  beds  in  the  quartile  to  yield 
an  average  Direct  Medicaid  /p/Payment  per  bed; 

3 . The  number  of  beds  for  the  new  hospital  without  the  base 
cost  report  shall  be  multiplied  by  the  average  Direct  Medicaid 
/p/Payment  per  bed  to  determine  the  hospital’s  estimated  Direct 
Medicaid  /p/Payment  for  the  current  state  fiscal  year;  and 

4.  For  a new  hospital  licensed  after  February  1,  2007,  estimat- 
ed total  Direct  Medicaid  /p/Payments  for  the  current  state  fiscal  year 
shall  be  divided  by  the  estimated  MO  HealthNet  patient  days  for  the 
new  hospital's  quartile  to  obtain  the  estimated  Direct  Medicaid 
adjustment  per  patient  day.  This  adjustment  per  day  shall  be  added  to 
the  new  hospital’s  MO  HealthNet  rate  as  determined  in  section  (4), 
so  that  the  hospital’s  Direct  Medicaid  /p/Payment  per  day  is  includ- 
ed in  its  per  diem  rate,  rather  than  as  a separate  Add-On  [p] Payment. 
When  the  hospital’s  per  diem  rate  is  determined  from  its  fourth  prior 
year  cost  report  in  accordance  with  sections  (1)— (3),  the  facility’s 
Direct  Medicaid  /p/Payment  will  be  calculated  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (15)(B)  and  reimbursed  as  an  Add-On  /p/Payment  rather 
than  as  part  of  the  per  diem  rate.  If  the  hospital  is  defined  as  a crit- 
ical access  hospital,  its  MO  HealthNet  per  diem  rate  and  Direct 
Medicaid  /p/Payment  will  be  determined  in  accordance  with  subsec- 
tion (5)(F). 

5.  A facility  previously  enrolled  for  participation  in  the  MO 
HealthNet  Program,  which  either  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  termi- 
nates its  participation  in  the  MO  HealthNet  Program  and  which  reen- 
ters the  MO  HealthNet  Program,  shall  have  its  Direct  Medicaid 
/p/Payments  determined  in  accordance  with  [subsection  (151(C)] 
paragraph  (3)(B)4. 

AUTHORITY:  sections  208.152,  208.153,  and  208.201,  RSMo  Supp. 
2013.  This  rule  was  previously  filed  as  13  CSR  40-81.050.  Original 
rule  filed  Feb.  13,  1969,  effective  Feb.  23,  1969.  For  intervening  his- 
tory, please  consult  the  Code  of  State  Regulations.  Emergency 
amendment  filed  June  20,  2014,  effective  July  1,  2014,  expires  Dec. 
27,  2014.  Amended:  Filed  July  1,  2014. 

PUBLIC  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  cost  state  agencies  or 
political  subdivisions  approximately  $30.7  million. 

PRIVATE  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  not  cost  private  enti- 
ties more  than  five  hundred  dollars  ($500)  in  the  aggregate. 


NOTICE  TO  SUBMIT  COMMENTS:  Anyone  may  file  a statement  in 
support  of  or  in  opposition  to  this  proposed  amendment  with  the 
Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division, 
615  Howerton  Court,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65109.  To  be  considered, 
comments  must  be  delivered  by  regular  mail,  express  or  overnight 
mail,  in  person,  or  by  courier  within  thirty  (30)  days  after  publica- 
tion of  this  notice  in  the  Missouri  Register.  If  to  be  hand-delivered, 
comments  must  be  brought  to  the  MO  HealthNet  Division  at 
615  Howerton  Court,  Jefferson  City,  Missouri.  No  public  hearing  is 
scheduled. 
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FISCAL  NOTE 
PUBLIC  COST 


I.  Department  Title:  Title  13  - Department  of  Social  Services 

Division  Title:  Division  70  - MO  HealthNet  Division 

Chapter  Title:  Chapter  15  - Hospital  Program 


Rule  Number  and 

Title: 

13  CSR  70-15.010  Inpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Plan; 
Outpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Methodology 

Type  of 
Rulemaking: 

Proposed  Amendment 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 


Affected  Agency  or  Political  Subdivision 

Estimate  Cost  of  Compliance  in  the  Aggregate 

Department  of  Social  Services, 
MO  HealthNet  Division 

SFY  2015  Impact: 

Total  Cost  = $83.1  million; 
State  Share  = $30.7  million 

III.  WORKSHEET 

Estimated  Cost  for  SFY  2015: 


Estimated  Payments  with  4.3%  Trend 
Estimated  Payments  without  4.3%  Trend 
Estimated  Impact  of  4.3%  Trend 


$2,362,511,171 

$2,279,380,001 

$83,131,170 


State  Share  Percentage 
State  Share 


36.905% 

$30,679,558 


IV.  ASSUMPTIONS 

The  estimated  cost  is  based  upon  the  data  in  FRA  15-1.  The  base  year  for  the  SFY  201 5 
payments  are  the  201 1 cost  reports,  which  are  adjusted  by  the  applicable  trends  published 
in  13  CSR  70-15.010  and  the  4.3%  trend  for  SFY  2015,  which  is  the  subject  of  this 
proposed  amendment. 


August  1,  2014 
Vol.  39,  No.  15 


Missouri  Register 


Page  1269 


Title  13— DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 
Division  70 — MO  HealthNet  Division 
Chapter  15— Hospital  Program 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT 

13  CSR  70-15.110  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA).  The 

division  is  adding  part  (1)(A)13.G.(IX)  and  subparts  (a)  and  (b), 
paragraph  (1)(B)3.  and  subparagraphs  A.-E.,  renumbering  as  need- 
ed, and  adding  paragraph  (1)(B)5. 

PURPOSE:  This  amendment  provides  for  the  State  Fiscal  Year  (SFY) 
2015  trend  factor  to  be  applied  to  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjust- 
ed net  revenues  determined  from  the  FRA  fiscal  year  cost  report, 
revises  the  estimated  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenues 
for  new  hospitals  beginning  January  1,  2015,  and  clarifies  the 
assessment  for  hospitals  whose  license  has  been  terminated  and 
becomes  relicensed. 

(1)  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA).  FRA  shall  be  assessed 
as  described  in  this  section. 

(A)  Definitions. 

1.  Bad  debts— Amounts  considered  to  be  uncollectible  from 
accounts  and  notes  receivable  that  were  created  or  acquired  in  pro- 
viding services.  Allowable  bad  debts  include  the  costs  of  caring  for 
patients  who  have  insurance,  but  their  insurance  does  not  cover  the 
particular  service  procedures  or  treatment  rendered. 

2.  Base  cost  report— Desk-reviewed  Medicare/Medicaid  cost 
report.  The  Medicare/Medicaid  Cost  Report  version  2552-96  (CMS 
2552-96)  shall  be  used  for  fiscal  years  ending  on  or  after  September 
30,  1996.  The  Medicare/Medicaid  Cost  Report  version  2552-10  (CMS 
2552-10)  shall  be  used  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  and  after  May  1, 
2010.  When  a hospital  has  more  than  one  (1)  cost  report  with  periods 
ending  in  the  base  year,  the  cost  report  covering  a full  twelve-  (12-)7-7 
month  period  will  be  used.  If  none  of  the  cost  reports  covers  a full 
twelve  (12)  months,  the  cost  report  with  the  latest  period  will  be  used. 
If  a hospital’s  base  cost  report  is  less  than  or  greater  than  a twelve- 
(12-)7-7  month  period,  the  data  shall  be  adjusted,  based  on  the  number 
of  months  reflected  in  the  base  cost  report,  to  a twelve-  (12-)7-7  month 
period. 

3 . Charity  care — Those  charges  written  off  by  a hospital  based 
on  the  hospital’s  policy  to  provide  health  care  services  free  of  charge 
or  at  a reduced  charge  because  of  the  indigence  or  medical  indigence 
of  the  patient. 

4.  Contractual  allowances— Difference  between  established  rates 
for  covered  services  and  the  amount  paid  by  third-party  payers  under 
contractual  agreements.  The  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance 
(FRA)  is  a cost  to  the  hospital,  regardless  of  how  the  FRA  is  remitted 
to  the  MO  HealthNet  Division,  and  shall  not  be  included  in  contrac- 
tual allowances  for  determining  revenues.  Any  redistributions  of  MO 
HealthNet  payments  by  private  entities  acting  at  the  request  of  partic- 
ipating health  care  providers  shall  not  be  included  in  contractual 
allowances  or  determining  revenues  or  cost  of  patient  care. 

5.  Department— Department  of  Social  Services. 

6.  Director — Director  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services. 

7.  Division— MO  HealthNet  Division,  Department  of  Social 
Services. 

8.  Engaging  in  the  business  of  providing  inpatient  health  care — 
Accepting  payment  for  inpatient  services  rendered. 

9.  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) — The  fee  assessed 
to  hospitals  for  the  privilege  of  engaging  in  the  business  of  providing 
inpatient  health  care  in  Missouri.  The  FRA  is  an  allowable  cost  to 
the  hospital. 

10.  Fiscal  period— Twelve-  (12-)7-7  month  reporting  period  deter- 
mined by  each  hospital. 

11.  Gross  hospital  service  charges— Total  charges  made  by  the 
hospital  for  inpatient  and  outpatient  hospital  services  that  are  covered 
under  13  CSR  70-15.010. 


12.  Hospital— A place  devoted  primarily  to  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  facilities  for  the  diagnosis,  treatment,  or  care  for  not 
fewer  than  twenty-four  (24)  hours  in  any  week  of  three  (3)  or  more 
nonrelated  individuals  suffering  from  illness,  disease,  injury,  defor- 
mity, or  other  abnormal  physical  conditions;  or  a place  devoted  pri- 
marily to  provide,  for  not  fewer  than  twenty-four  (24)  hours  in  any 
week,  medical  or  nursing  care  for  three  (3)  or  more  nonrelated  indi- 
viduals. The  term  hospital  does  not  include  convalescent,  nursing, 
shelter,  or  boarding  homes  as  defined  in  Chapter  198,  RSMo. 

13.  Hospital  revenues  subject  to  FRA  assessment  effective  July 
1,  2008 — Each  hospital’s  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenues  and  outpa- 
tient adjusted  net  revenues  subject  to  the  FRA  assessment  will  be 
determined  as  follows: 

A.  Obtain  “Gross  Total  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
25,  Column  3 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
Column  3 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  third  prior  year  cost  report 
(i.e. , FRA  fiscal  year  cost  report)  for  the  hospital.  Charges  shall 
exclude  revenues  for  physician  services.  Charges  related  to  activities 
subject  to  the  Missouri  taxes  assessed  for  outpatient  retail  pharma- 
cies and  nursing  facility  services  shall  also  be  excluded.  “Gross  Total 
Charges”  will  be  reduced  by  the  following: 

(I)  “Nursing  Facility  Charges”  from  Worksheet  C,  Part  I, 
Line  35,  Column  6 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line 
45,  Column  6 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(II)  “Swing  Bed  Nursing  Facility  Charges”  from  Worksheet 
G-2,  Line  5,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
6,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(III)  “Nursing  Facility  Ancillary  Charges”  as  determined 
from  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division, 
nursing  home  cost  report.  (Note:  To  the  extent  that  the  gross  hospi- 
tal charges,  as  specified  in  subparagraph  (1)(A)13.A.  above,  include 
long-term  care  charges,  the  charges  to  be  excluded  through  this  step 
shall  include  all  long-term  care  ancillary  charges  including  skilled 
nursing  facility,  nursing  facility,  and  other  long-term  care  providers 
based  at  the  hospital  that  are  subject  to  the  state’s  provider  tax  on 
nursing  facility  services.); 

(IV)  “Distinct  Part  Ambulatory  Surgical  Center  Charges” 
from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  22,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or 
Worksheet  G-2,  Line  25,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(V)  “Ambulance  Charges”  from  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line 
65,  Column  7 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Line  95, 
Column  7 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(VI)  “Home  Health  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2,  Line 
19,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  22, 
Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10; 

(VII)  “Total  Rural  Health  Clinic  Charges”  from  Worksheet 
C,  Part  I,  Column  7,  Lines  63.50-63.59  from  CMS  2552-96,  or 
Worksheet  C,  Part  I,  Column  7,  Line  88  and  subsets  from  CMS  2552- 
10;  and 

(VIII)  "Other  Non-Hospital  Component  Charges”  from 
Worksheet  G-2,  Lines  6,  8,  21,  21.02,  23,  and  24  from  CMS  2552- 
96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Lines  5,  7,  9,  21,  24,  26,  and  27  from  CMS 
2552-10; 

B.  Obtain  “Net  Revenue”  from  Worksheet  G-3,  Line  3, 
Column  1 . The  state  will  ensure  this  amount  is  net  of  bad  debts  and 
other  uncollectible  charges  by  survey  methodology; 

C.  “Adjusted  Gross  Total  Charges”  (the  result  of  the  compu- 
tations in  subparagraph  (1)(A)13.A.)  will  then  be  further  adjusted  by 
a hospital-specific  collection-to-charge  ratio  determined  as  follows: 

(I)  Divide  “Net  Revenue”  by  “Gross  Total  Charges”;  and 

(II)  “Adjusted  Gross  Total  Charges”  will  be  multiplied  by 
the  result  of  part  (1)(A)13.C.(I)  to  yield  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”; 

D.  Obtain  “Gross  Inpatient  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2, 
Line  25,  Column  1 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
Column  1 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  most  recent  cost  report  that  is 
available  for  a hospital; 

E.  Obtain  “Gross  Outpatient  Charges”  from  Worksheet  G-2, 
Line  25,  Column  2 from  CMS  2552-96,  or  Worksheet  G-2,  Line  28, 
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Column  2 from  CMS  2552-10,  of  the  most  recent  cost  report  that  is 
available  for  a hospital; 

F.  Total  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”  will  be  allocated  between 
“Net  Inpatient  Revenue”  and  "Net  Outpatient  Revenue”  as  follows: 

(I)  “Gross  Inpatient  Charges”  will  be  divided  by  “Gross 
Total  Charges”; 

(II)  “Adjusted  Net  Revenue”  will  then  be  multiplied  by  the 
result  to  yield  “Net  Inpatient  Revenue”;  and 

(III)  The  remainder  will  be  allocated  to  “Net  Outpatient 
Revenue”;  and 

G.  The  trend  indices  listed  below  will  be  applied  to  the 
apportioned  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  and  outpatient  adjusted 
net  revenue  in  order  to  inflate  or  trend  forward  the  adjusted  net  rev- 
enues from  the  FRA  fiscal  year  cost  report  to  the  current  state  fiscal 
year  to  determine  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenues 
subject  to  the  FRA  assessment. 

(I)  SFY  2009  = 5.50% 

(II)  SFY  2009  Missouri  Specific  Trend  = 1.50% 

(III)  SFY  2010  = 3.90% 

(IV)  SFY  2010  Missouri  Specific  Trend  = 1.50% 

(V)  SFY  2011  = 3.20% 

(VI)  SFY  2012  = 5.33% 

(VII)  SFY  2013  = 4.4% 

(VIII)  SFY  2014  = 

(a)  Inpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues — 0% 

(b)  Outpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues — 3.70% 

(IX)  SFY  2015  = 

(a)  Inpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 0% 

(b)  Outpatient  Adjusted  Net  Revenues— 4.30% 

14.  Net  operating  revenue— Gross  charges  less  bad  debts,  less 
charity  care,  and  less  contractual  allowances  times  the  trend  indices 
listed  in  13  CSR  70-15 .010(3)(B). 

15.  Other  operating  revenues— The  other  operating  revenue  is 
total  other  revenue  less  government  appropriations,  less  donations, 
and  less  income  from  investments  times  the  trend  indices  listed  in  13 
CSR  70-15. 010(3)(B). 

(B)  Each  hospital  engaging  in  the  business  of  providing  inpatient 
health  care  in  Missouri  shall  pay  an  FRA.  The  FRA  shall  be  calcu- 
lated by  the  Department  of  Social  Services. 

1.  The  FRA  shall  be  sixty-three  dollars  and  sixty-three  cents 
(S63.63)  per  inpatient  hospital  day  from  the  1991  base  cost  report  for 
Federal  Fiscal  Year  1994.  For  succeeding  periods,  the  FRA  shall  be 
as  described  beginning  with  section  (2)  and  going  forward. 

2.  If  a hospital  does  not  have  a fourth  prior  year  base  cost 
report,  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenues  shall  be  esti- 
mated as  follows: 

A.  Hospitals  required  to  pay  the  FRA,  except  safety  net  hos- 
pitals, shall  be  divided  in  quartiles  based  on  total  beds; 

B.  The  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  shall  be  summed  for 
each  quartile  and  divided  by  the  total  beds  in  the  quartile  to  yield  an 
average  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  per  bed.  The  number  of  beds 
for  the  hospital  without  the  base  cost  report  shall  be  multiplied  by  the 
average  inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  per  bed  to  determine  the  esti- 
mated inpatient  adjusted  net  revenue;  and 

C.  The  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  shall  be  summed  for 
each  quartile  and  divided  by  the  number  of  facilities  in  the  quartile 
to  yield  an  average  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  per  facility  which 
will  be  the  estimated  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenue  for  the  hospital 
without  the  base  cost  report. 

3.  Beginning  January  1,  2015,  if  a hospital  does  not  have  a 
third  prior  year  cost  report  on  which  to  determine  the  hospital 
revenues  subject  to  FRA  assessment  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(1)(A)13.,  inpatient  and  outpatient  adjusted  net  revenues  shall  be 
based  upon  the  projections  included  with  its  Certificate  of  Need 
(CON)  application  on  the  “Service-Specific  Revenues  and 
Expenses”  form  (CON  projections)  required  in  a full  CON  review 
as  described  in  19  CSR  60-50.300.  If  the  hospital  did  not  go 
through  a full  CON  review,  it  must  submit  a completed  “Service- 


Specific  Revenues  and  Expenses”  form  that  has  been  verified  by 
an  independent  auditor. 

A.  The  hospital  must  provide  the  division  with  the  break- 
down of  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  revenues  that  tie  to  the  CON 
projections. 

B.  The  CON  projections  and  the  breakdown  of  the  inpa- 
tient and  outpatient  revenues  are  subject  to  review  and  validation 
by  the  division. 

C.  If  the  facility  does  not  provide  the  CON  projections, 
the  breakdown  of  the  inpatient  and  outpatient  revenues,  or  any 
other  additional  information  requested  by  the  division  within 
thirty  (30)  days  of  the  division’s  request,  the  inpatient  and  out- 
patient adjusted  net  revenues  shall  be  based  upon  the  quartile 
method  set  forth  in  paragraph  (1)(B)2. 

D.  Direct  Medicaid  and  Uninsured  Add-On  Payments 
shall  be  included  in  the  estimated  inpatient  and  outpatient 
adjusted  net  revenues. 

E.  Once  the  facility  has  a third  prior  year  cost  report,  the 
assessment  shall  be  based  on  the  actual  inpatient  and  outpatient 
adjusted  net  revenues  from  such  cost  report. 

[3. 74.  The  FRA  assessment  for  hospitals  that  merge  operation 
under  one  (1)  Medicare  and  MO  HealthNet  provider  number  shall  be 
determined  as  follows: 

A.  The  previously  determined  FRA  assessment  for  each  hos- 
pital shall  be  combined  under  the  active  MO  HealthNet  provider 
number  for  the  remainder  of  the  state  fiscal  year  after  the  division 
receives  official  notification  of  the  merger;  and 

B.  The  FRA  assessment  for  subsequent  fiscal  years  shall  be 
based  on  the  combined  data  for  both  facilities. 

5.  A hospital  which  either  voluntarily  or  involuntarily  ter- 
minates its  license  and  which  becomes  relicensed  will  be  assessed 
the  same  inpatient  and  outpatient  assessment  as  the  previous  hos- 
pital owner /operator  if  the  hospital  becomes  relicensed  during 
the  same  state  fiscal  year.  If  the  hospital  does  not  become  reli- 
censed during  the  same  state  fiscal  year,  the  inpatient  and  out- 
patient assessment  will  be  determined  based  on  the  applicable 
base  year  data  (i.e.,  third  prior  year).  If  the  hospital  does  not 
have  the  applicable  base  year  data,  the  inpatient  and  outpatient 
assessment  will  be  based  on  the  most  recent  cost  report  data 
available  and  will  include  annual  trend  factor  adjustments  from 
the  year  subsequent  to  the  cost  report  period  through  the  state 
fiscal  year  for  which  the  assessments  are  being  determined. 

AUTHORITY:  sections  208.201  and  208.453,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
section  208.455,  RSMo  2000.  Emergency  rule  filed  Sept.  21,  1992, 
effective  Oct.  1,  1992,  expired  Jan.  28,  1993.  Emergency  rule  filed 
Jan.  15,  1993,  effective  Jan.  25,  1993,  expired  May  24,  1993. 
Original  rule  filed  Sept.  21,  1992,  effective  June  7,  1993.  For  inter- 
vening history,  please  consult  the  Code  of  State  Regulations. 
Emergency  amendment  filed  June  20,  2014,  effective  July  1,  2014, 
expires  Dec.  27,  2014.  Amended:  Filed  July  1,  2014. 

PUBLIC  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  cost  state  agencies  or 
political  subdivisions  approximately  $3.5  million. 

PRIVATE  COST:  This  proposed  amendment  will  cost  private  entities 
approximately  $18.6  million. 

NOTICE  TO  SUBMIT  COMMENTS:  Anyone  may  file  a statement  in 
support  of  or  in  opposition  to  this  proposed  amendment  with  the 
Department  of  Social  Services,  MO  HealthNet  Division, 
615  Howerton  Court,  Jefferson  City,  MO  65109.  To  be  considered, 
comments  must  be  delivered  by  regular  mail,  express  or  overnight 
mail,  in  person,  or  by  courier  within  thirty  (30)  days  after  publica- 
tion of  this  notice  in  the  Missouri  Register.  If  to  be  hand-delivered, 
comments  must  be  brought  to  the  MO  HealthNet  Division  at 
615  Howerton  Court,  Jefferson  City,  Missouri.  No  public  hearing  is 
scheduled. 
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FISCAL  NOTE 
PUBLIC  COST 


I.  Department  Title:  Title  13  • Department  of  Social  Services 

Division  Title:  Division  70  - MO  HeaithNet  Division 

Chapter  Title:  Chapter  1 5 - Hospital  Program 


Rule  Number  and 
Title: 

13  CSR  70-15.1 10  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) 

Type  of 
Rulemaking: 

Proposed  Amendment 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 


Affected  Agency  or  Political  Subdivision 

Estimated  Cost  of  Compliance  in  the  Aggregate 

Hospitals  which  provide  health  care  services 
in  Missouri  that  are  owned  or  controlled  by 
the  state,  counties,  cities,  or  hospital  districts 

Estimated  cost  for 
SFY  2015 
$3.5  million 

III.  WORKSHEET 


No.  of 
Facilities 

Inpatient 

Revenues 

Outpatient 

Revenues 

Total 

Public  Facilities  Revenues 
FRA  Assessment  Rate 

44 

$1,385,519,275 

5.95% 

$1,364,275,580 

5.95% 

$2,749,794,855 
5 95% 

Total  Assessment  without  Trend 

$82,438,397 

$81,174,397 

$163,612,794 

Revenue  Trend  for  SFY  2015 

0.00% 

4 30% 

Total  Revenues  Trended 
FRA  Assessment  Rate 

$1,385,519,275 

5.95% 

$1,422,939,430 
5 95% 

$2,808,458,705 

5.95% 

Total  Assessment  with  Trend 

$82,438,397 

$84,664,896 

$167,103,293 

Impact  of  Trend  (Assessment  with  trend  less  Assessment  without  trend)  $3,490,499 


Prior  SFY  Total  Assessment  using  Prior  Year  Methodology  $159,415,949 

Increase  of  Total  Assessment  over  Prior  SFY  $7,687,344 


IV.  ASSUMPTIONS 

This  fiscal  note  reflects  the  total  assessment  to  be  collected  during  SFY  2015  of 
approximately  $167.1  million  and  is  an  increase  of  approximately  $7.7  million  from  SFY 
2014.  The  impact  of  the  4.3%  trend  on  outpatient  revenues  is  approximately  $3.5 
million. 
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The  fiscal  note  is  based  on  establishing  the  FRA  assessment  rate  at  5.95%  and  a trend  of 
4.3%  on  outpatient  revenues  effective  for  dates  of  service  beginning  July  1,  2014.  The 
FRA  assessment  rate  of  5.95%  is  levied  upon  Missouri  hospitals’  trended,  inpatient  and 
outpatient  net  adjusted  revenue  in  accordance  with  the  Missouri  Partnership  Plan. 
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FISCAL  NOTE 
PRIVATE  COST 


I.  Department  Title:  Title  13  - Department  of  Social  Services 

Division  Title:  Division  70  - MO  HealthNet  Division 

Chapter  Title:  Chapter  1 5 - Hospital  Program 


Rule  Number  and 
Title: 

13  CSR  70-15.1 10  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) 

Type  of 
Rulemaking: 

Proposed  Amendment 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 


Estimate  of  the  number  of  entities  by 
class  which  would  likely  be  affected 
by  the  adoption  of  the  proposed  rule: 

Classification  by  types  of  the  business 
entities  which  would  likely  be  affected: 

Estimate  in  the  aggregate  as  to  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  rule  by  the  affected 
entities: 

103 

Hospitals 

Estimated  cost  for 
SFY  2015 
$18.6  million 

III.  WORKSHEET 


No.  of 
Facilities 

Inpatient 

Revenues 

Outpatient 

Revenues 

Total 

Private  Facilities  Revenues 
FRA  Assessment  Rate 

104 

$7,993,443,215 

5.95% 

$7,251,881,091 

5.95% 

$15,245,324,306 

5.95% 

Total  Assessment  without  Trend 

$475,609,871 

$431,486,925 

$907,096,796 

Revenue  Trend  for  SFY  2015 

0.00% 

4.30% 

Total  Revenues  Trended 
FRA  Assessment  Rate 

$7,993,443,215 

5.95% 

$7,563,711,978 

5.95% 

$15,557,155,193 

5.95% 

Total  Assessment  with  Trend 

$475,609,871 

$450,040,863 

$925,650,734 

Impact  of  Trend  (Assessment  with  trend  less  Assessment  without  trend)  $18,553,938 


Prior  SFY  Total  Assessment  using  Prior  Year  Methodology  $919,559,792 

Increase  of  Total  Assessment  over  Prior  SFY  $6,090,942 


IV.  ASSUMPTIONS 

This  fiscal  note  reflects  the  total  assessment  to  be  collected  during  SFY  2015  of 
approximately  S925.7  million  and  is  an  increase  of  approximately  $6.1  million  over  SFY 
2014.  The  impact  of  the  4.3%  trend  on  outpatient  revenues  is  approximately  $1 8.6 
million. 
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The  fiscal  note  is  based  on  establishing  the  FRA  assessment  rate  at  5.95%  and  a trend  of 
4.3%  on  outpatient  revenues  effective  for  dates  of  service  beginning  July  1,  2014.  The 
FRA  assessment  rate  of  5.95%  is  levied  upon  Missouri  hospitals’  trended,  inpatient  and 
outpatient  net  adjusted  revenue  in  accordance  with  the  Missouri  Partnership  Plan. 
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Title  18— PUBLIC  DEFENDER  COMMISSION 
Division  10— Office  of  State  Public  Defender 
Chapter  5— Public  Defender  Fees  for  Services 

PROPOSED  RULE 

18  CSR  10-5.010  Public  Defender  Fees  for  Services 

PURPOSE:  Tins  rule  establishes  a schedule  of  charges  to  be  assessed 
against  individuals  who  are  eligible  for  public  defender  sendees  and 
who  receive  such  services  in  accordance  with  Chapter  600  and  sec- 
tion 600.090.1(2)  RSMo,  2000. 

(1)  Application. 

(A)  The  state  public  defender  is  statutorily  obligated  to  represent 
individuals  accused  of  certain  crimes  and  who  are  without  means  to 
secure  private  defense  counsel.  Once  an  individual  is  determined  eli- 
gible for  services  by  the  public  defender  or  the  court,  the  public 
defender  shall  immediately  commence  representation.  Every  indi- 
vidual receiving  public  defender  services  is  required  to  reimburse  the 
public  defender  commission  for  the  costs  of  the  representation  in 
such  amounts  as  he  or  she  can  reasonably  pay,  either  in  a single  pay- 
ment or  by  installments  in  accordance  with  the  schedule  of  chargers 
hereby  established  by  this  rule. 

(2)  Schedule  of  Charges. 

(A)  The  commission  hereby  establishes  the  following  schedule  of 
charges  to  be  assessed  as  fees  owed  the  State  Public  Defender  for 
services  rendered: 

BASE  SCHEDULE  OF  CHARGES 


1.  Entry  with  early  withdrawal $ 25.00 

2.  Misdemeanors  and  Probation  Violation 

Cases $ 125.00 

3.  Felonies,  Appeals,  and  Post  Conviction 

Remedies S 375.00 

4.  Felony  Sex  Cases $ 500.00 

5.  Murder  Non  Capital  and  Civil  Commitment 

Cases S 750.00 

6.  Capital  Murder  Cases $1,500.00 


(B)  The  fees  assessed  by  the  Schedule  of  Charges  constitute  the 
entire  costs  assessed  against  an  individual  receiving  public  defender 
services  in  an  individual  case.  If  an  individual  has  more  than  one  (1) 
case  a fee  will  be  charged  in  each  case  according  to  the  Schedule  of 
Charges. 

(C)  When  an  individual  is  criminally  charged  with  separate  counts 
within  the  same  indictment  or  information,  the  most  serious  count 
charged  will  determine  the  charge  assessed  as  fees  for  the  case. 

(D)  For  good  cause  shown,  the  Office  of  the  Public  Defender  may 
waive  or  reduce  the  amount  assessed  as  a charge  for  services. 

(3)  No  Fee  Cases. 

(A)  No  fees  shall  be  assessed  for  state-provided  defender  services 
in  cases  in  which  the  individual  receiving  services  is  under  eighteen 
(18)  at  the  time  the  services  commence  and/or  is  legally  unable  to 
contract  for  services. 

AUTHORITY:  sections  600.017(10),  600.086,  and  600.090,  RSMo 
2000.  Original  rule  filed  June  30,  2014. 

PUBLIC  COST:  This  proposed  rule  will  not  cost  state  agencies  or 
political  subdivisions  more  than  five  hundred  dollars  ($500)  in  the 
aggregate. 

PRIVATE  COST:  This  proposed  rule  will  cost  private  entities  approx- 
imately $1,182,808.  These  fees  will  be  assessed  on  private  individu- 


als who  are  eligible  for  public  defender  sendees  and  who  receive 
such  services. 

NOTICE  TO  SUBMIT  COMMENTS:  Anyone  may  file  a statement  in 
support  of  or  in  opposition  to  this  proposed  rule  with  the  Missouri 
Public  Defender  Commission,  1000  West  Nifong,  Building  7,  Suite 
100,  Columbia,  MO  65203.  To  be  considered,  comments  must  be 
received  within  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  of  this  notice  in  the 
Missouri  Register.  No  public  hearing  is  scheduled. 
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FISCAL  NOTE 
PRIVATE  COST 


I.  Department  Title:  Title  18  - Public  Defender  Commission 
Division  Title:  Division  10  - Office  of  State  Public  Defender 
Chapter  Title:  Chapter  5 - Public  Defender  Fees  for  Services 


Rule  Number  and 
Title: 

18  CSR  10-5.010  Public  Defender  Fees  for  Services 

Type  of 
Rulemaking: 

Proposed  Rule 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 


Estimate  of  the  number  of  entities  by 
class  which  would  likely  be  affected 
by  the  adoption  of  the  rule: 

Classification  by  ty  pes  of  the  business 
entities  which  would  likely  be  affected: 

Estimate  in  the  aggregate  as  to  the  cost  of 
compliance  with  the  rule  by  the  affected 
entities: 

Est.  4,516  private  individuals 

No  businesses  - only  private 
individuals  are  represented  by 
the  MSPD. 

$1,182,808 

III.  WORKSHEET 

These  fees  will  be  imposed  on  those  who  are  charged  with  a criminal  offense  in  Missouri 
and  who  are  represented  by  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  (MSPD)  because  they  are 
determined  to  be  indigent.  A lien  is  filed  against  such  individuals  so  that  if  they  become 
able  to  pay  in  the  future  (i.e.,  they  are  no  longer  indigent),  the  MSPD  can  recover  such 
fees.  Based  on  FY  201 3 (FY  2014  numbers  are  not  yet  available),  the  MSPD  opened 
75,278  cases  within  the  fee  categories  set  forth  in  the  rule.  If  the  MSPD  was  successful  in 
collecting  against  100%  of  the  individuals  represented  by  the  MSPD,  the  total  amount  of 
fees  collected  would  be  approximately  $19,224,750.  Historically,  the  MSPD  has  only 
been  able  to  collect  a fraction  of  those  costs,  typically  because  those  represented  by  the 
MSPD  remain  indigent.  In  FY201 3,  the  MSPD  collected  approximately  6. 1%  of  such 
fees,  totaling  $1,1 78,663.  Using  the  fee  schedule  put  forth  as  part  of  this  rule  and  both 
the  same  number  of  cases  that  were  opened  in  FY  2013  and  the  same  collection  rate,  the 
projected  amount  of  fees  that  will  be  collected  from  private  individuals  is  $1,182,808. 

IV.  ASSUMPTIONS 

The  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  assumes  that  the  ability  to  collect  from  those  who 
have  received  criminal  indigent  legal  services  will  remain  constant. 
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This  section  will  contain  the  final  text  of  the  rules  proposed 
by  agencies.  The  order  of  rulemaking  is  required  to  con- 
tain a citation  to  the  legal  authority  upon  which  the  order  of 
rulemaking  is  based;  reference  to  the  date  and  page  or  pages 
where  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  was  published  in 
the  Missouri  Register,  an  explanation  of  any  change  between 
the  text  of  the  rule  as  contained  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  and  the  text  of  the  rule  as  finally  adopted,  together 
with  the  reason  for  any  such  change;  and  the  full  text  of  any 
section  or  subsection  of  the  rule  as  adopted  which  has  been 
changed  from  that  contained  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making.  The  effective  date  of  the  rule  shall  be  not  less  than 
thirty  (30)  days  after  the  date  of  publication  of  the  revision  to 
the  Code  of  State  Regulations. 

The  agency  is  also  required  to  make  a brief  summary  of 
the  general  nature  and  extent  of  comments  submitted  in 
support  of  or  opposition  to  the  proposed  rule  and  a concise 
summary  of  the  testimony  presented  at  the  hearing,  if  any, 
held  in  connection  with  the  rulemaking,  together  with  a con- 
cise summary  of  the  agency’s  findings  with  respect  to  the 
merits  of  any  such  testimony  or  comments  which  are 
opposed  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  proposed  rule.  The  ninety- 
(90-)  day  period  during  which  an  agency  shall  file  its  Order  of 
Rulemaking  for  publication  in  the  Missouri  Register  begins 
either:  1)  after  the  hearing  on  the  Proposed  Rulemaking  is 
held;  or  2)  at  the  end  of  the  time  for  submission  of  comments 
to  the  agency.  During  this  period,  the  agency  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  the  order  of  rulemaking,  either  putting  the 
proposed  rule  into  effect,  with  or  without  further  changes,  or 
withdrawing  the  proposed  rule. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  sections  209.287  and  209.292,  RSMo  Supp. 
2013,  and  section  209.295(8),  RSMo  2000  the  commission  amends 
a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.010  General  Organization  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  636).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the  pro- 
posed amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  amend- 
ment becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code 
of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
seven  (27)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  # 1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 


ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3 : Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National 
Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign 
Language  Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep; 
Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed 
rule  changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the 
standards  for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  tor  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
(1)  certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regula- 
tions of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of 
other  certifying  entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter 
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Performance  Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent Tevel  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 


ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  train- 
ing must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no 
child  in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  edu- 
cationally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
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change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regula- 
tion of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify 
practitioners  has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  fed- 
eral levels,  and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and 
practices  underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions, 
such  as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  require- 
ments and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an 
organizational  structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would 
be  met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only 
witness,  but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
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level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  sections  209.292(1),  (2),  and  (11),  RSMo 
Supp.  2013,  and  209.295(8)  and  209.305,  RSMo  2000,  the  com- 
mission rescinds  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.030  Missouri  Interpreters  Certification  System 
is  rescinded. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  proposed  rescission 
was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014  (39  MoReg 
636-637).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  proposed  rescission,  so 
it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  rescission  becomes  effective 
thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
seven  (27)  comments  on  the  proposed  rescission. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 


Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  MO-RID;  Pauline 
(Janie)  Cook,  MBA,  CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery 
Besette,  National  Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri 
Comprehensive  Sign  Language  Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO- 
RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT, 
believe  the  proposed  rule  changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community, 
while  bringing  the  standards  for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a 
higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  communica- 
tion statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one  (1) 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations  of 
the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  certify- 
ing entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  rescissions  for  inter- 
preters who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
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interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  rescissions  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the 
Commission  is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as 
a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 


must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as 
a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  rescissions.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescis- 
sion as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 
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COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regu- 
lation of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
State  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify 
practitioners  has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and 
federal  levels,  and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes 
and  practices  underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  profes- 
sions, such  as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut 
requirements  and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines 
and  an  organizational  structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements 
would  be  met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not 
only  witness,  but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  rescission  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 


those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
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the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and  sec- 
tion 209.295,  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  adopts  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.035  is  adopted. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
rule  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014  (39 
MoReg  637-638).  Sections  with  changes  are  reprinted  here.  This 
proposed  rule  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in 
the  Code  of  State  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  forty- 
seven  (47)  comments  on  the  proposed  rule. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards 
for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  rule 


changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  communica- 
tion statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  rules  for  interpreters 
who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten  through 
grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools  and 
administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  rules  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools  be  given 
the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  commission  is 
seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task  force  in  con- 
cert with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  discuss  the  pro- 
posed changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
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setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent Tevel  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rule  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw  a 
very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affected  by 
the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification  test- 
ing will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through  pri- 
vate certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing  pro- 
fessional training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The  pro- 
posed continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of  hear- 
ing students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable  test- 
ing instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training  in 
the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 


COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  rules.  While  agreeing  that 
the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted  that  the 
current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission  is  urged 
to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future  inter- 
preters and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evaluations. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  commu- 
nity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certifi- 
cation and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certified 
interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
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structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We 
are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but 
to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a Provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 


sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  applauds  the  com- 
mission for  adopting  the  BEI  that  protects  consumers  and  provides  a 
valid  and  reliable  exam  for  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #29:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  expresses 
support  of  getting  a new/better  testing  instrument  and  that  it  includes 
the  TEP. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #30:  Loretto  Freeman,  Owner  Lo’s  Communicate  Plus 
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LLC,  commends  MCDHH  for  implementing  a new  testing  system. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #31:  Barbara  Lange,  Deaf  consumer;  Aaron  Lange, 
Deaf  consumer;  Karen  Lister,  Deaf  consumer;  Kristy  Shiver,  Deaf 
customer;  William  Walker,  Missouri  Association  of  the  Deaf 
President;  Sharon  K.  Egbert,  Deaf  consumer;  Jean  McElwee,  Deaf 
consumer;  Ella  Eakins,  Deaf  advocate;  Paul  Kiel,  Deaf  consumer 
and  ASL  instructor;  and  Debra  Galindo-Salazar,  Deaf  consumer,  are 
opposed  to  grandfathering  interpreters  that  hold  current  certification 
and  request  that  all  interpreters  currently  certified  through  MICS 
must  take  the  new  certification  test. 

RESPONSE:  The  amount  of  time  to  retest  over  seven  hundred  (700) 
currently  certified  interpreters  in  addition  to  the  new  applicants  for 
certification  would  create  an  undue  burden  to  the  MCDHH  staff.  It 
is  not  customary,  and  possibly  not  legal,  to  revoke  or  diminish  prior 
professional  certifications  or  licenses  when  a government  agency 
moves  to  a new  system,  as  such  could  potentially  cause  a shortage  of 
interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #32:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  supports 
the  grandfathering  of  interpreters  rather  than  having  all  interpreters 
retest  with  the  new  test.  Other  professions  do  not  require  this  and  if 
we  are  to  be  viewed  as  a profession  we  should  look  like  other  pro- 
fessions, knowing  that  there  are  Deaf  consumers  who  disagree. 
RESPONSE:  The  support  of  “grandfathering”  of  interpreters  is  in 
response  to  community  members’  suggestion  that  all  interpreters  must 
take  the  new  test.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #33:  Ella  Eakins,  Deaf  advocate;  Karen  Lister,  Deaf 
consumer;  Aaron  Lange,  Deaf  consumer;  Kristy  Shiver,  Deaf  cus- 
tomer; Sharon  K.  Egbert,  Deaf  consumer;  Jean  McElwee,  Deaf  con- 
sumer; Debra  Galindo-Salazar,  Deaf  consumer;  Barbara  Lange,  Deaf 
consumer;  William  Walker,  Missouri  Association  of  the  Deaf 
President,  are  opposed  to  grandfathering  those  who  hold  the  current 
Missouri  Interpreter  Certification  System  (MICS)  Comprehensive 
certification  at  the  Master  level.  If  those  with  MICS  Comprehensive 
can  be  converted  to  the  Master  then  why  not  those  who  hold  certifi- 
cation through  RID  considering  the  general  agreement  by  interpreters 
that  the  NAD/RID  national  certification  test  was  a better  evaluation 
of  an  interpreter’s  skills  compared  to  the  MICS? 

RESPONSE:  According  to  the  proposed  changes  in  5 CSR  100- 
200.170(5)(A)  and  (B)  NIC  Master  and  NIC  Advanced  certification 
are  recognized  and  referred  to  as  Master  level  certification  for  the 
purposes  of  the  skill  level  standards.  However,  in  the  current  rules 
the  NIC  level  certification  is  recognized  at  the  Advanced  level.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #34:  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Angela 
Early-Exton,  Metro  Deaf  Interpreting  Professionals  LLC;  and 
Genevieve  Lindner,  MICS  level-  Advanced;  expressed  support  of 
“grandfathering”  current  MICS  certification  to  equivalent  level  titles 
and  not  requiring  all  currently  certified  interpreters  to  take  the  new 
certification  test.  This  was  in  response  to  community  members’  sug- 
gestion that  all  interpreters  must  take  the  new  test. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  supports  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #35:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, would  like  all  interpreters  of  all  current  certification  levels  to 
take  the  new  test  to  see  how  they  stack  up  compared  to  the  old  test- 
ing system. 

COMMENT  #36:  Donald  Benfield,  Registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, states  that  interpreters  were  grandfathered  in  by  MCDHH  in 
the  past.  That  practice  should  not  be  done  again  simply  because  there 


is  a shortage  of  interpreters,  especially  in  the  educational  setting. 
RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #35  AND  #36:  The  amount  of  time 
to  retest  over  seven  hundred  (700)  currently  certified  interpreters  in 
addition  to  the  new  applicants  for  certification  would  create  an  undue 
burden  to  the  MCDHH  staff.  It  is  not  customary,  and  possibly  not 
legal,  to  revoke  or  diminish  prior  professional  certifications  or 
licenses  when  a government  agency  moves  to  a new  system,  as  such 
could  potentially  cause  a shortage  of  interpreters.  No  changes  have 
been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  these  comments. 

COMMENT  #37:  Nina  Wilson  requested  that  “grandfathering"  of 
interpreters  should  only  be  allowed  for  an  interpreter  who  has  been 
interpreting  for  twenty  (20)  years  or  more.  Interpreters  who  have 
interpreted  for  less  than  twenty  (20)  years  should  be  required  to  take 
the  new  certification  test. 

RESPONSE:  The  amount  of  time  to  retest  the  large  number  of  cer- 
tified interpreters  in  addition  to  the  new  applicants  for  certification 
would  create  an  undue  burden  to  the  MCDHH  staff.  It  is  not  cus- 
tomary, and  possibly  not  legal,  to  revoke  or  diminish  prior  profes- 
sional certifications  or  licenses  when  a government  agency  moves  to 
a new  system,  as  such  could  potentially  cause  a shortage  of  inter- 
preters. In  addition,  since  our  state  only  began  requiring  certification 
less  than  twenty  (20)  years  ago,  it  would  create  an  undue  burden  to 
MCDHH  staff  to  verify  an  interpreter’s  history  of  interpreting  with- 
out certification  to  serve  as  proof.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #38:  Angela  Early-Exton,  Metro  Deaf  Interpreting 
Professionals  LLC;  Loretto  Freeman,  Owner  Lo’s  Communicate 
Plus  LLC,  are  opposed  to  the  community’s  request  that  all  inter- 
preters currently  certified  through  MICS  must  take  the  new  certifi- 
cation test. 

RESPONSE:  This  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #39:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  questions  whether  pass- 
ing the  TEP  in  another  state  such  as  Illinois  will  be  accepted  by 
MCDHH/BCI  in  order  to  take  the  performance  test  in  Missouri. 
RESPONSE:  There  is  reciprocity  between  states  who  administer  the 
TEP;  however,  an  applicant  for  the  Missouri  BEI  performance  test 
must  also  meet  the  eligibility  requirement  in  5 CSR  100- 
200.050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #40:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  requests  that  the  commission  consider 
investing  more  in  rater  training  than  what  was  proposed  (in  the  fis- 
cal note)  to  ensure  a defensible  certification  system.  This  cost  may 
be  more  than  expected. 

RESPONSE:  The  amount  shown  in  the  fiscal  note  was  based  on 
advisement  by  the  BEI  rater  trainers  which  considered  BEI’s  testing 
standards  and  the  trainers’  previous  experience  training  multiple  rat- 
ing teams  in  three  (3)  different  states.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #41:  Angie  Esser  agrees  that  those  with  a 
Comprehensive  level  of  certification  should  be  allowed  to  keep  their 
certification  since  this  was  promised  to  them  in  the  past.  However,  as 
a customer  of  interpreting  services,  she  would  like  to  be  able  to  tell 
whether  someone  with  Master  certification  has  actually  taken  the 
BEI  test  or  not.  She  would  like  us  to  consider  adding  a notation  such 
as  “Master  (converted)”  or  something  like  that  to  help  evaluate 
whether  an  interpreter  fits  her  needs. 

RESPONSE:  The  MCDHH  staff  had  already  considered  denoting 
passage  of  the  BEI  Master  test  on  the  certification  card.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  this  comment. 
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COMMENT  #42:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  believes  the  different  certification  tests  should  be 
accepted  each  on  their  own  since  each  has  a different  testing  method 
and  should  be  valued  separately.  This  includes  NIC  certification. 
COMMENT  #43:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  has  concerns  about  the 
naming  of  the  levels.  The  current  Intermediate  level  would  be  termed 
Basic  under  the  new  system.  The  concern  is  that  interpreters  will  feel 
demoted  and  parents  will  be  confused  by  the  perceived  level  of  inter- 
preter skill. 

RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #42  AND  #43:  The  names  for  the 
levels  from  the  current  MICS  are  changing  to  match  the  names  of  the 
levels  used  with  the  BEI  exam.  The  reason  for  the  use  of  the  same 
names  is  for  ease  of  finding  the  appropriate  level  in  the  skill  level 
standards.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rule  as  a result  of  these 
comments. 

COMMENT  #44:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  has  a concern  with  the  MICS  certifications  being 
converted  to  BEI  certification.  All  tests  are  set  up  with  different  stan- 
dards and  reviewers  and  it’s  inappropriate  to  convert  certifications 
when  you  can't  compare  two  (2)  different  testing  methods.  If  a per- 
son tests  under  the  current  MICS  certification  they  can  be  identified 
as  MICS-Comprehensive.  If  after  testing  with  the  BEI  test  they  can 
hold  BEI-(insert  level)  certification  in  addition  to  the  MICS- 
Comprehensive. 

COMMENT  #45:  Loretto  Freeman,  Owner  Lo’s  Communicate  Plus 
LLC,  requests  the  current  MICS  certifications  not  be  converted  to 
BEI  certifications.  The  two  (2)  certifications  are  different  and  should 
be  allowed  to  exist  at  the  same  time. 

COMMENT  #46:  Shelly  Tisius,  BCI  member,  St.  Louis,  is  aware  of 
a large  concern  in  regards  to  the  direct  conversion  of  our  certifica- 
tion into  the  BEI  system. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE  TO  COM- 
MENTS #44-#46:  There  seems  to  be  confusion  that  MICS  levels  are 
being  converted  to  BEI  certification.  The  names  for  the  levels  from 
the  current  MICS  are  changing  to  match  the  names  of  the  levels  used 
with  the  BEI  exam.  The  reason  for  the  use  of  the  same  names  is  for 
ease  of  finding  the  appropriate  level  in  the  skill  level  standards. 
Subsection  (10)(A)  will  be  changed  to  make  clear  that  holding  a par- 
ticular certification  does  not  mean  an  individual  passed  that  level  of 
the  BEL  Staff  also  will  be  ensuring  that  interpreters  who  pass  the 
BEI  exam  will  have  that  notation  on  their  certification  card. 

COMMENT  #47:  The  commission  comments  that  subsections  (A), 
(B),  and  (C)  of  section  (9)  should  be  located  under  a separate  section 
(10),  because  the  content  of  these  subsections  (conversion  of  MICS 
certifications  to  the  new  terminology)  are  not  related  to  the  subject 
matter  of  section  (9)  (annual  renewals). 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  Subsections 
(A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  section  (9)  will  be  located  under  a separate  sec- 
tion (10)  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  comment. 

5 CSR  100-200.035  Missouri  Interpreters  Certification  System 

(9)  All  MICS  certifications  except  for  the  Intern/Practicum 
Certification  are  subject  to  renewal  annually  pursuant  to  5 CSR  100- 
200.125,  provided  that  the  holder  commits  no  violation  of  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  or  the  Missouri  Code  of 
State  Regulations  pertaining  to  interpreter  certification  or  licensure. 

(10)  Transitional  Provisions. 

(A)  The  following  MICS  certifications  issued  based  on  perfor- 
mance tests  taken  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  rule  will  be  con- 
verted to  the  certifications  established  in  this  rule: 

1.  Comprehensive  shall  convert  to  Master; 

2.  Advanced  shall  convert  to  Advanced; 

3.  Intermediate  shall  convert  to  Basic. 

(B)  The  conversion  of  prior  MICS  certifications  pursuant  to  5 CSR 


100-200. 035(10)(A)  to  the  new  certification  levels  does  not  certify 
that  the  holder  passed  the  written  test  of  English  proficiency  or  the 
corresponding  level’s  performance  test.  It  does  not  entitle  the  holder 
to  reciprocity  with  another  BEI  certifying  entity. 

(C)  All  other  certifications  issued  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
rule  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  with  the  same  rights,  restrictions, 
and  limitations  as  existed  previously.  Any  person,  who  takes  the  writ- 
ten test  and  the  performance  evaluation  under  5 CSR  100-200.030 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  rule  and  earns  a Comprehensive, 
Advanced,  or  Intermediate  certification,  shall  be  issued  a Master, 
Advanced,  or  Basic,  respectively,  as  set  forth  in  subsection  (A)  of  this 
section. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292(1),  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
sections  209.295(1),  (3),  and  (8),  RSMo  2000,  the  commission 
amends  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.040  Restricted  Certification  in  Education 

is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  639).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the  pro- 
posed amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  amend- 
ment becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code 
of  State  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
eight  (28)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in  us. 
No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter.  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  MO-RID;  Pauline 
(Janie)  Cook,  MBA,  CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery 
Besette,  NIC/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language  Interpreter; 
Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC, 
MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  amendment  changes  will  ben- 
efit the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards  for  Sign 
Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 
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RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  communica- 
tion statewide. 

RESPONSE;  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela's  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 


be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
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proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduc- 
tion in  the  number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments. 
While  agreeing  that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement, 
it  is  noted  that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The 
commission  is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the 
training  of  future  interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  cer- 
tification evaluations. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 

Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote 
excellence  in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill, 
knowledge,  and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State 
regulation  of  interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and 
commends  the  efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around 
communication  access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 

Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regula- 
tion of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 


that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify 
practitioners  has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  fed- 
eral levels,  and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and 
practices  underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions, 
such  as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  require- 
ments and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an 
organizational  structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would 
be  met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only 
witness,  but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  Provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
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because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  asks  how  many  inter- 


preters will  the  proposed  changes  to  the  minimal  proficiency  in  EIPA 
scores  affect  and  how  many  interpreters  currently  certificated  would 
not  be  able  to  be  certificated  if  applying  under  the  new  system? 
RESPONSE:  Of  the  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters 
only  five  (5)  hold  Restricted  Certification  in  Education  (RCED)  cer- 
tification through  the  conversion  of  EIPA  scores.  Their  certifications 
will  not  be  affected  by  the  implementation  of  these  new  rules.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  sections  209.292(1)  and  209.321(8),  RSMo 
Supp.  2013,  and  sections  209.295(1),  (3),  and  (8),  and  209.309, 
RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.045  Provisional  Certificate  in  Education 

is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  639-640).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed 
amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the 
Code  of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
nine  (29)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  MO-RID;  Pauline 
(Janie)  Cook,  MBA,  CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery 
Besette,  NIC/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language  Interpreter; 
Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC, 
MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  amendment  changes  will  ben- 
efit the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards  for  Sign 
Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 
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COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  communica- 
tion statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
doesn’t  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 


force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
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believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduc- 
tion in  the  number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments. 
While  agreeing  that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement, 
it  is  noted  that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The 
commission  is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the 
training  of  future  interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  cer- 
tification evaluations. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote 
excellence  in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill, 
knowledge,  and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State 
regulation  of  interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and 
commends  the  efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around 
communication  access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regu- 
lation of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify 
practitioners  has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and 
federal  levels,  and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes 
and  practices  underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  profes- 
sions, such  as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut 
requirements  and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines 
and  an  organizational  structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements 
would  be  met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not 
only  witness,  but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a Provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
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RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27 : Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  believes 
the  Provisional  Certificate  in  Education  (PCED)  needs  to  be  for  only 
one  (1)  year,  not  multiple  years  with  extensions  granted.  Access  to 
education  is  paramount  to  success  in  this  country  and  language 
means  access  to  education.  If  the  interpreter  without  a strong  lan- 
guage is  modeling  to  a child  without  language,  how  will  that  lead  to 
success? 


RESPONSE:  The  PCED  was  established  by  statute,  so  the  commis- 
sion is  not  authorized  to  modify  its  provisions.  Nevertheless,  the 
avenue  to  receive  a PCED  for  multiple  years  has  been  removed  with 
the  elimination  of  the  Novice  and  Apprentice  certifications.  The 
avenue  to  receive  the  PCED  for  one  (1)  year  remains.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #29:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  inquired  what  would  hap- 
pen to  those  who  hold  provisional  certification  when  that  certifica- 
tion level  no  longer  exists.  There  needs  to  be  an  articulated  plan  for 
transitioning  between  the  current  system  and  a new  system  which 
includes  a transition  plan  for  those  currently  in  the  process. 
RESPONSE:  For  interpreters  who  hold  Apprentice  certification  as 
well  as  a provisional  certificate  their  provisional  certificate  would 
expire  when  their  Apprentice  certification  expires,  just  as  it  would 
have  under  the  current  system.  For  any  interpreter  who  holds  Novice 
certification  as  well  as  a provisional  certificate,  the  provisional  cer- 
tificate would  expire  when  their  Novice  certification  expires.  Under 
the  new  system  they  would  not  have  the  opportunity  to  advance  to  the 
Apprentice  level  and  be  granted  a three  (3)  year  extension  of  the  pro- 
visional certificate,  so  they  will  need  to  obtain  certification  either 
through  the  BEI  examination,  the  EIPA  examination,  or  another 
acceptable  certifying  system.  The  number  of  those  in  the  second  sce- 
nario who  would  likely  be  affected  is  four  (4).  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292(1),  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
sections  209.295(1)  and  (8),  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends  a 
rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.050  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  640-641).  Those  sections  with  changes  are  reprinted 
here.  This  proposed  amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days 
after  publication  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  forty-five 
(45)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescission.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 
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COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  MO-RID;  Pauline 
(Janie)  Cook,  MBA,  CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery 
Besette,  National  Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri 
Comprehensive  Sign  Language  Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO- 
RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT, 
believe  the  proposed  rule  changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community, 
while  bringing  the  standards  for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a 
higher  level. 

RESPONSE;  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
(1)  certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regula- 
tions of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of 
other  certifying  entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter 
Performance  Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in 
Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 


many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  doesn’t  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
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MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the 
Commission  to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the 
Illinois  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the 
use  of  Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well 
as  fill  the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 


RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regula- 
tion of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  lev- 
els, and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  prac- 
tices underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such 
as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements 
and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organi- 
zational structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be 
met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  wit- 
ness, but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 
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COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  Commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

COMMENT  #28:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  supports  the  sixty  (60)  credit  hour 
requirement  for  new  interpreters  as  well  as  that  it  is  not  limited  to 
courses  only  in  interpreting  or  American  Sign  Language.  If  the 
requirement  was  for  particular  coursework  it  may  cause  some  diffi- 
culty for  perspective  interpreters  to  obtain  the  needed  courses 
because  there  are  only  two  (2)  institutions  in  Missouri  that  provide 
interpreting  education. 

COMMENT  #29:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  supports  the  require- 
ment of  a minimum  of  sixty  (60)  college  or  university  credit  hours  is 
essential  due  to  the  higher  order  cognitive  processing  required  to 
interpret  between  two  (2)  disparate  languages  as  well  as  the  need  for 
a broad  world  knowledge,  cross  cultural  competence,  and  profes- 
sional decision-making  abilities. 

COMMENT  #30:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  expresses  support  for  the  pro- 
posed amendment  that  applicants  must  have  earned  an  associate  degree 
and/or  a minimum  of  sixty  (60)  credit  hours  from  an  accredited  col- 
lege or  university. 

RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #27-#30:  As  these  comments  support 
the  proposed  amendment,  no  changes  have  been  made  as  a result  of 
these  comments. 

COMMENT  #31:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  would  like  the  educa- 
tional requirement  to  take  the  certification  exam  be  a baccalaureate 
degree  but  knows  the  state  may  not  be  ready  to  implement  that  at  this 
time.  To  prepare  for  that  possibility  it  is  suggested  to  the  infrastructure 
to  support  requiring  the  associate  degree  or  credits  are  within  the  dis- 
cipline of  ASL/English  Interpreting  Studies.  The  suggested  amended 
wording  states  “have  earned  an  associate  degree  in  interpreting,  or 
have  completed  at  least  sixty  (60)  hours  of  a four-  (4-)  year  interpret- 
ing degree  from  an  accredited  college  or  university.  ” 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  at  this  time  because  there  is 
only  one  (1)  program  in  the  state  that  offers  an  associate  degree  in 
interpreting  and  one  (1)  program  that  offers  a four-  (4-)  year  inter- 
preting degree  it  would  create  even  more  of  a burden  to  interpreters 
trying  to  meet  the  educational  requirement.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #32:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  strengthening  the  educational  requirement  to  become 
an  interpreter  is  definitely  a positive  move,  especially  for  interpreters 
who  interpret  in  the  university /college  setting. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees  that  increasing  the  educational 
requirement  to  become  an  interpreter  can  help  interpreters  develop  a 
good  fund  of  knowledge  that  may  help  when  interpreting  college 
courses.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #33:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  the  requirement 
for  an  associate  degree  by  a certain  date  has  the  potential  to  elimi- 
nate skilled  interpreters  from  the  pool  available  to  public  schools.  It 
may  be  more  reasonable  to  have  a designated  time  period  to  acquire 
sixty  (60)  college  hours  or  earn  an  associate’s  degree  or  to  have  an 
exception  for  highly  skilled  interpreters  such  as  persons  with  deaf 
parents. 
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RESPONSE:  Any  interpreter  who  already  holds  MICS  certification 
will  be  exempt  from  the  new  educational  requirement,  thus  only 
affecting  potential  interpreters  who  do  not  hold  any  certification.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #34:  Ethan  Cordray,  Technical  Services  Librarian, 
Lincoln  University,  believes  the  new  requirement  of  sixty  (60)  credit 
hours  as  a prerequisite  for  the  MICS  is  unnecessary  and  harmful. 
Unnecessary  because  the  test  is  sufficient  by  itself  to  ensure  that 
MICS  process  certifies  competent  interpreters  and  weeds  out  incom- 
petent ones.  There  is  no  need  for  any  extra  required  college  training 
which  is  clear  since  the  new  requirement  does  not  specify  any  sub- 
ject matter  to  be  covered.  It  is  harmful  because  it  imposes  a severe 
financial  burden  on  potential  interpreters.  Many  interpreters  decide 
on  their  profession  before  college  and  requiring  them  to  earn  sixty 
(60)  credit  hours  is  just  a financial  and  time  penalty.  It  also  severely 
impedes  certification  for  interpreters  who  have  acquired  their  inter- 
preting skills  outside  of  academic  study.  This  requirement  will 
deprive  them  of  a livelihood  during  the  time  they  are  acquiring  their 
sixty  (60)  credit  hours,  which  are  hours  deprived  to  the  deaf  com- 
munity of  their  considerable  skills.  This  requirement  does  not  add 
any  significant  training  for  interpreters  but  is  merely  an  additional 
hurdle  to  certification  with  no  benefit  and  a severe  cost. 
COMMENT  #35:  Angie  Esser  has  concern  with  the  requirement  that 
all  interpreters  complete  sixty  (60)  hours  of  college  prior  to  obtain- 
ing certification.  College  is  very  expensive  and  she  would  hate  to  see 
this  profession  closed  off  to  lower-income  people.  Also,  she  person- 
ally knows  several  interpreters  who  do  not  fit  this  requirement,  yet 
are  well-read,  intelligent  people  who  are  always  seeking  to  develop 
their  fund  of  knowledge.  One  in  particular  may  not  have  been  able  to 
afford  college  but  sought  other  avenues  to  develop  their  skills  and  is 
one  of  the  most  competent  interpreters  she  knows.  Additionally,  she 
encounters  interpreters  who  hold  comprehensive  certification  under 
the  current  system  who  never  should  have  obtained  that  level  even 
though  they  have  a college  degree  in  interpreting  or  something  else. 
RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #34  AND  #35:  The  increase  in  the 
educational  requirement  to  become  an  interpreter  follows  other  state 
and  national  standards  for  interpreters.  In  addition,  the  extra  knowl- 
edge gained  from  the  additional  education  is  valuable  for  interpreters 
who  work  in  a variety  of  settings.  While  interpreters  may  gain  sign- 
ing and  interpreting  skills  outside  the  classroom,  the  general  educa- 
tion and  knowledge  is  valued  as  well.  Prospective  interpreters  may 
incur  more  cost  for  the  additional  education  but  it  is  not  without  ben- 
efit. Additionally,  the  interpreting  field  will  become  more  respected 
as  a profession  as  the  educational  requirements  increase.  As  these 
comments  support  the  proposed  amendment,  no  changes  have  been 
made  as  a result  of  these  comments. 

COMMENT  #36:  Angie  Esser  believes  it  is  more  important  to  be 
sure  the  people  who  hire  and  use  interpreters  are  given  information 
about  the  interpreters  they  are  hiring — whether  they  have  an  associ- 
ate’s degree  or  bachelor’s  degree,  whether  their  certification  has 
been  converted,  hours  of  experience,  etc.  so  consumers  can  make 
decisions  based  on  facts  rather  than  excluding  people  from  the  pro- 
fession who  cannot  afford  to  meet  arbitrary  requirements,  such  as  the 
sixty  (60)  credit  hour  requirement. 

RESPONSE:  The  people  who  use  and  hire  interpreters  have  the  right 
to  request  information  about  interpreter  qualifications  including  their 
education  level,  certification  level,  and  whether  it  has  been  convert- 
ed, hours  of  experience,  etc.  and  make  hiring  decisions  based  on  that. 
It  is  the  certifying  entity’s  duty  to  set  standards  to  enter  the  profes- 
sion. The  increase  in  the  educational  requirement  to  become  an  inter- 
preter follows  other  state  and  national  standards  for  interpreters.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #37:  Christopher  Itai  Cardona,  Missouri  Association  of 


the  Deaf  (MoAD)  Education  Advocate,  Greater  Ozark  Chapter  (GOC) 
Education  Chairperson,  GOC  Representative,  Human  Rights 
Campaign  (HRC)  Representative,  MCO  Representative,  expresses 
appreciation  for  all  MCDHH  is  doing  to  solidify  and  secure  the  qual- 
ity of  interpreters  in  Missouri.  However,  he  does  not  believe  inter- 
preters should  be  required  to  attend  college  and  fears  it  will  stop  many 
skilled  signers  from  applying.  College  does  not  increase  signing  abil- 
ity. Also,  college  is  expensive  and  this  will  stop  the  poor  from  gaining 
employment  as  interpreters.  Perhaps  requiring  specialty  terminology 
courses  for  interpreters  working  in  those  specialties  are  appropriate  but 
to  say  all  interpreters  must  attend  college  is  unfair.  He  doesn’t  believe 
taking  general  education  courses  will  help  increase  their  signing 
vocabulary.  Instead  they  should  be  attending  Deaf  events  to  improve 
signing  ability. 

RESPONSE:  The  increase  in  the  educational  requirement  to  become 
an  interpreter  follows  other  state  and  national  standards  for  inter- 
preters. College  does  not  necessarily  increase  a person’s  signing  abil- 
ity. Some  interpreters  learn  sign  language  while  taking  college  cours- 
es while  others  may  learn  signing  outside  of  the  classroom.  While 
general  education  courses  do  not  increase  signing  ability,  it  does 
increase  a person’s  general  knowledge  which  is  helpful  when  inter- 
preting in  a variety  of  settings.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #38:  Christopher  Itai  Cardona,  MoAD  Education 
Advocate,  GOC  Education  Chairperson,  GOC  Representative,  HRC 
Representative,  MCO  Representative,  requests  that  if  college  must  be 
demanded  of  interpreters,  make  the  courses  they  must  attend  be 
somewhat  relevant  to  the  interpreting  profession  and  not  just  a gen- 
eral blanket. 

RESPONSE:  The  requirement  of  courses  specifically  related  to  the 
interpreting  profession  has  been  considered  but  the  burden  it  would 
present  to  the  MCDHH  staff  to  determine  what  courses  meet  that  cri- 
teria makes  that  unfeasible  at  this  time.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #39:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director.  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  objects  to  the  proposed  change 
requiring  potential  interpreters  to  have  completed  sixty  (60)  hours  of 
college  to  take  the  BEI  test.  While  providing  high  quality  interpreters 
should  be  the  goal,  she  strongly  believes  that  the  number  of  hours  a 
person  spends  in  a college  classroom  does  not  have  anything  sub- 
stantial to  do  with  their  ability  to  provide  quality  interpreting  ser- 
vices. From  personal  experience  she  and  another  interpreter  have 
worked  as  comprehensive  level  interpreters  in  advanced  settings  with- 
out a college  degree.  For  some  people  formal  college  education  is  not 
the  best  choice. 

RESPONSE:  The  increase  in  the  educational  requirement  to  become 
an  interpreter  follows  other  state  and  national  standards  for  inter- 
preters and  is  similar  to  other  professions.  The  extra  knowledge 
gained  from  the  additional  education  is  valuable  for  interpreters  who 
work  in  a variety  of  settings.  While  interpreters  may  gain  signing  and 
interpreting  skills  outside  the  classroom,  the  general  education  and 
knowledge  is  valued  as  well.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #40:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  a person  receiving 
sixty  (60)  hours  of  college  credit  in  a major  completely  unrelated  to 
interpreting  or  language  skills  would  not  better  qualify  them  to  be  an 
interpreter  than  through  months  and  years  spent  in  the  deaf  commu- 
nity, practicing  and  honing  their  skills,  participating  in  trainings, 
workshops,  and  mentorships  is  not  logical  or  been  proven  in  her 
experience. 

RESPONSE:  The  increase  in  the  educational  requirement  to  become 
an  interpreter  follows  other  state  and  national  standards  for  inter- 
preters. College  does  not  necessarily  increase  a person’s  signing  abil- 
ity. Some  interpreters  learn  sign  language  while  taking  college  cours- 
es while  others  may  learn  signing  outside  of  the  classroom.  While 
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general  education  courses  do  not  increase  signing  ability,  it  does 
increase  a person’s  general  knowledge  which  is  helpful  when  inter- 
preting in  a variety  of  settings.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #41:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  holds  the  belief  that  consumers 
of  interpreting  services  should  have  the  right  to  make  their  own 
choices  in  regards  to  what  level  of  education  they  wish  the  interpreter 
they  hire  to  have.  Schools,  individuals,  institutions,  and  agencies  all 
have  the  right  to  require  interpreters  they  hire  to  have  completed  any 
level  of  college  they  deem  appropriate.  They  also  have  the  right  to 
file  complaints  against  under-qualified  interpreters  working  beyond 
their  skill  levels. 

RESPONSE:  The  people  who  use  and  hire  interpreters  have  the  right 
to  request  information  about  interpreter  qualifications  including  their 
education  level,  certification  level,  and  whether  it  has  been  convert- 
ed, hours  of  experience,  etc.  and  make  hiring  decisions  based  on 
that.  It  is  the  certifying  entity’s  duty  to  set  standards  to  enter  the  pro- 
fession. Individuals  do  have  the  right  to  file  complaints  against 
under-qualified  interpreters  working  beyond  their  skill  levels.  The 
increase  in  the  educational  requirement  to  become  an  interpreter  fol- 
lows other  state  and  national  standards  for  interpreters.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #42:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  strengthening  the  educational  requirement  to  become 
an  interpreter  is  definitely  a positive  move,  especially  for  interpreters 
who  interpret  in  the  university /college  setting. 

RESPONSE:  This  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  change.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #43:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  questions  whether  pass- 
ing the  TEP  in  another  state  such  as  Illinois  will  be  accepted  by 
MCDHH/BCI  in  order  to  take  the  performance  test  in  Missouri. 
RESPONSE:  There  is  reciprocity  between  states  who  administer  the 
TEP,  however  an  applicant  for  the  Missouri  BEI  performance  test 
must  also  meet  the  eligibility  requirement  in  5 CSR  100- 
200.050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #44:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  questions  whether  the 
educational  requirement  must  be  met  before  taking  either  the  written 
TEP  or  the  performance  test.  The  wording  is  not  clear. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  The  commis- 
sion has  decided  to  change  the  language  in  subsection  (1)(B)  which 
will  decrease  the  number  of  hours  required  before  taking  the  written 
test  of  English  proficiency  as  well  as  being  more  clear. 

COMMENT  #45:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  explains  that  SWIC  stu- 
dents typically  take  the  written  test  during  their  third  semester.  This 
allows  students  to  take  the  performance  test  during  their  final  semes- 
ter. The  proposed  amendment  states  they  must  have  their  degree 
completed  before  applying  for  the  written  TEP  which  delays  their 
employability.  Many  SWIC  students  will  probably  test  in  Illinois 
where  the  requirement  is  only  a high  school  diploma. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  The  commis- 
sion has  agreed  that  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to  prospective  inter- 
preters to  allow  an  applicant  to  complete  thirty  (30)  hours  of  college 
credit  before  taking  the  written  exam  instead  of  sixty  (60). 
Subsection  (1)(B)  will  be  changed  to  reflect  that. 

5 CSR  100-200.050  Application  for  Interpreter  Certification  in 
Missouri 

(1)  To  be  eligible  for  certification  in  the  Missouri  Interpreters 


Certification  System  (MICS),  each  applicant  must: 

(B)  Have  completed  a minimum  of  thirty  (30)  credit  hours  from  an 
accredited  college  or  university  before  taking  the  written  test  of 
English  proficiency  and  have  earned  an  associate  degree  and/or  a 
minimum  of  sixty  (60)  credit  hours  from  an  accredited  college  or 
university  before  taking  the  performance  examination.  An  applicant 
who  is  currently  certified  at  the  Novice,  Apprentice,  RCED,  Basic, 
Advanced,  or  Master  levels  by  MICS  and  applies  for  a higher  level 
of  certification  is  not  required  to  meet  this  educational  requirement. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292(1),  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
section  209.295(8),  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends  a rule  as 
follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.060  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  642).  Those  sections  with  changes  are  reprinted  here. 
This  proposed  amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after 
publication  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  thirty-one 
(31)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards 
for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 
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COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 


cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
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hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduc- 
tion in  the  number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments. 
While  agreeing  that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement, 
it  is  noted  that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The 
commission  is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the 
training  of  future  interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  cer- 
tification evaluations. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  commu- 
nity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certi- 
fication and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certified 
interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  Commission 
assumes  that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID- 
NAD  certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We  are 
at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but  to 
impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  state  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
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RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27 : Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  supports  the  amended  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  supports  the  format  of  the  new  written  test  of 
English  proficiency. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  supports  the  amended  rule,  no  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #29:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  would  like  to  know  how 
the  BEI  certification  process  compares  to  what  is  currently  being 
used.  The  proposed  amendment  ties  a passing  score  on  the  written 
test  to  how  it  is  “defined  by  the  Texas  Board  for  Examination  of 
Interpreters  (BEI).”  There  is  concern  that  it  allows  another  state’s 
examination  board  to  forever  determine  proficiency  levels  for 
Missouri  instead  of  what  constitutes  a passing  score  at  this  time.  The 
suggestion  is  to  specifically  state  the  name  of  the  test  and  the  profi- 
ciency score  to  help  clarify. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  The  written  test 
of  English  proficiency  was  developed  by  the  Texas  Board  for 
Examination  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  and  determines  the  acceptable 
passing  score  and  tests  different  skills  than  the  current  Missouri 
Interpreters  Certification  System  (MICS)  written  test.  Sections  (7) 
and  (8)  will  be  changed  to  clarify  that  the  written  test  is  referring  to 
the  written  test  of  English  proficiency.  The  commission  puts  confi- 
dence in  the  BEI,  in  conjunction  with  the  University  of  Arizona’s 
National  Center  for  Interpretation  Testing,  Research  and  Policy,  and 
their  rigorous  test  development  methods  to  determine  the  appropriate 
passing  score,  which  will  also  allow  for  a simpler  and  consistent  tran- 
sition of  interpreters  from  other  states  using  the  BEI  examination.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #30:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  Test  for  English 
Proficiency  is  repeatedly  referred  to  as  “the  written  test”  as  opposed 
to  the  full  proper  name  or  abbreviation  TEP. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  Sections  (7)  and 
(8)  will  be  changed  to  clarify  that  the  written  test  is  referring  to  the 
written  test  of  English  proficiency. 

COMMENT  #31:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  notes  that  the  terminolo- 
gy used  for  the  written  test  in  5 CSR  100-200.060  is  different  than 
in  5 CSR  100-200.035  where  it  refers  to  the  written  test  of  English 
proficiency.  This  may  cause  confusion  from  people  testing  in  other 
states  before  coming  to  Missouri. 

RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  Sections  (7)  and 
(8)  will  be  changed  to  clarify  that  the  written  test  is  referring  to  the 
written  test  of  English  proficiency. 

5 CSR  100-200.060  Written  Test 

(7)  All  applicants  must  have  a passing  score  as  defined  by  the  Texas 
Board  for  Examination  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  on  the  written  test  of 
English  proficiency  in  order  to  qualify  for  taking  the  performance 
test. 

(8)  Any  applicant  unable  to  obtain  a passing  score  on  the  written  test 
of  English  proficiency  cannot  retest  for  six  (6)  months  from  the  date 
of  their  last  written  test  of  English  proficiency.  Any  applicant  may 
reapply  to  take  the  written  test  of  English  proficiency  by  submitting 
a new  application  form  along  with  the  appropriate  application  fee. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100— Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and  sec- 
tions 209.295(8)  and  209.299,  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends 
a rule  as  follows: 
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5 CSR  100-200.070  Performance  Test  and  Evaluation  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  642).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the  pro- 
posed amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  amend- 
ment becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code 
of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
nine  (29)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rule,  no 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  stan- 
dards for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  tor 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 


COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
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changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 


the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the 
Commission  to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the 
Illinois  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the 
use  of  Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well 
as  fill  the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote 
excellence  in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill, 
knowledge,  and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State 
regulation  of  interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and 
commends  the  efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around 
communication  access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  commu- 
nity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certi- 
fication and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certified 
interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We  are 
at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but  to 
impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
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changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 


RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  why  only  one  (1)  certifica- 
tion (BEI  Basic)  is  listed  allowing  someone  to  take  the  BEI  Advanced 
performance  test.  In  Illinois  someone  with  MICS  Intermediate  or 
RID’s  IC,  TC,  or  Interpretation  Certificate/Transliteration  Certificate 
(IC/TC)  certification  may  take  the  Advanced  test.  However,  the  certifi- 
cations allowed  to  take  the  BEI  Master  test  include  RID  certifications. 
RESPONSE:  To  take  the  BEI  Advanced  test,  they  must  hold  MICS 
Basic  certification  which  could  have  been  obtained  through  conver- 
sion of  the  MICS  Intermediate  as  determined  by  the  proposed  rule  5 
CSR  100-200.035  or  other  BEI  Basic  certification.  RID's  IC,  TC,  or 
IC/TC  do  not  have  an  equivalency  level  to  the  MICS  established  in 
rule,  whereas  other  RID  certifications  are  listed  as  equivalent  to 
Advanced  certification  in  our  rules.  The  list  of  certifications  accept- 
ed is  by  no  means  an  exhaustive  list.  Conversions  from  other  testing 
systems  are  considered  in  accordance  with  5 CSR  100-200.100.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #29:  John  T.  Adams,  Facility  Security  Officer  Deaf 
Inter-Link,  Inc;  Amanda  Staats,  NIC,  states  that  according  to  5 CSR 
100-200.070,  Performance  Test  and  Evaluation,  subsection  (3)(C) 
states  the  Certificate  of  Interpretation/Certificate  of  Transliteration 
(CI/CT)  is  deemed  equivalent  to  the  new  MICS  Advanced. 
Originally,  a CI/CT  was  converted  to  the  MICS  Comprehensive. 
Once  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  accepted  a CI/CT  for 
licensure,  MCDHH/BCI  decided  to  make  the  CI/CT  equivalent  to 
the  MICS  Advanced.  They  request  the  CI/CT  equivalency  be 
removed  from  this  rule,  and  instead  put  under  5 CSR  100-200.170, 
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Skill  Level  Standards,  subsection  (5)(C)  and  deem  it  equivalent  to  the 
new  MICS  Master. 

RESPONSE:  Rule  5 CSR  100-200.110(2)  of  the  original  rules  in  the 
grandfather  clause  stated  that  “Pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  the  following  levels  will  be 
grandfathered  into  the  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification  System: 
CSC,  Cl  and  CT — Comprehensive,  IC  and  TC,  Cl  or  CT — 
Advanced,  and  IC  or  TC — Intermediate.  ” This  rule  was  effective  July 
30,  1997  until  it  expired  on  July  2,  1998.  Later  in  5 CSR  100- 
200.170(5)  RID  certifications  were  added  to  the  Skill  Level 
Standards  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  in  what  settings  an  interpreter 
with  that  certification  may  interpret.  The  CI/CT  has  been  referred  to 
as  an  Advanced  in  this  rule  since  June  30,  2004.  The  request  for 
CI/CT  certification  to  be  referred  to  as  Master  is  outside  the  purview 
of  the  amendment  change  (5  CSR  100-200.170)  and  therefore  cannot 
be  addressed  at  this  time.  Because  it  refers  to  the  CI/CT  certification 
as  Advanced  elsewhere  we  cannot  remove  it  from  this  rule  (5  CSR 
100-200.070).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  sections  209.292(1),  (2),  and  (11),  RSMo 
Supp.  2013,  and  209.295(8)  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  rescinds  a 
rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.075  Voluntary  Recertification  is  rescinded. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  proposed  rescission 
was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014  (39  MoReg 
643).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  proposed  rescission,  so  it  is 
not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  rescission  becomes  effective  thir- 
ty (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
seven  (27)  comments  on  the  proposed  rescission. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 


COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National 
Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign 
Language  Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep; 
Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed 
rule  changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the 
standards  for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  commu- 
nication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  rescissions  for  inter- 
preters who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
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setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  rescissions  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  commis- 
sion is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task  force 
in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  discuss 
the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent Tevel  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as 
a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  train- 
ing must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no 
child  in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  edu- 
cationally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 


ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  rescission  as 
a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  rescissions.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescis- 
sion as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  com- 
munity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID 
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certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certi- 
fied interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify 
practitioners  has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  fed- 
eral levels,  and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and 
practices  underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions, 
such  as  law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  require- 
ments and  standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an 
organizational  structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would 
be  met.  We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only 
witness,  but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  exantination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
rescission  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  rescis- 
sion, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  rescission  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 
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Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292(10),  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
sections  209.295(1),  (6),  and  (8),  RSMo  2000,  the  commission 
amends  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.130  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  643-644).  Those  sections  with  changes  are  reprinted 
here.  This  proposed  amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days 
after  publication  in  the  Code  of  State  Regulations . 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  thirty- 
three  (33)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  stan- 
dards for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 


Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700) 
certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional 
certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after 
the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certification 
examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  number  of 
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interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an  impact  is 
seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed  changes  is  nec- 
essary. In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  reviewing  and  dis- 
cussing recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes  were  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 


is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  commu- 
nity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certi- 
fication and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certified 
interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  State  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  State  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We  are 
at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but  to 
impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 
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RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre-certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 


students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

COMMENT  #28:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  Certificate  of 
Interpretation/Certificate  of  Transliteration  (CI/CT),  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  supports  amending 
the  number  of  continuing  education  units  (CEUs)  for  a college  course 
to  better  reflect  the  work  completed  in  a college  course. 
COMMENT  #29:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  states  that  increasing 
the  required  number  of  hours  of  CEUs  align  interpreters  with  the 
standards  of  most  human  service  professions  and  are  a positive  step. 
RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #27-#29:  As  these  comments  support 
the  proposed  amendment,  no  changes  have  been  made  as  a result  of 
these  comments. 

COMMENT  #30:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  suggests  the  number 
of  CEUs  issued  for  college  courses  follow  standards  seen  in  the  high- 
er education  field. 

RESPONSE:  The  proposed  number  of  CEUs  for  college  courses  was 
taken  from  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf’s  certification 
maintenance  program  standards.  Because  of  the  number  of  inter- 
preters who  hold  both  RID  and  state  certification  it  was  decided  to 
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follow  the  same  standard.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amend- 
ment as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #31:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region;  expresses  support  for  the  pro- 
posed amendment  that  an  interpreter  shall  be  required  to  earn  two  (2) 
CEUs  annually  for  Certification  Maintenance. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #32:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  is  concerned  that  the  pro- 
posed increase  in  CEU’s  will  impact  interpreter  release  time,  cost  to 
districts  and  interpreters,  and  appear  to  be  inconsistently  high  when 
compared  to  CEU  requirements  for  other  certifications. 

RESPONSE:  The  increase  in  the  required  number  of  CEU’s  is  com- 
parable to  other  state  and  national  certifications  in  the  interpreting 
field.  Many  professional  development  opportunities  are  offered  dur- 
ing the  summer,  weekends,  evenings,  or  at  an  interpreter’s  own  dis- 
cretion through  the  use  of  webinars  and  independent  study.  There 
could  be  an  increase  in  the  cost  to  school  districts  if  reimbursing  for 
professional  development,  however,  there  are  many  options  at  little  or 
no  cost  to  interpreters  and  school  districts.  No  changes  were  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #33:  Staff  has  received  numerous  phone  calls  and  ques- 
tions asking  when  the  increase  in  CEUs  will  take  effect. 
RESPONSE  AND  EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGE:  Due  to  the  num- 
ber of  phone  calls  and  questions  MCDHH  staff  has  received  asking 
about  the  effective  date  of  this  rule,  section  (3)  will  add  language  to 
clarify  what  CEU  cycle  will  require  the  increased  number  of  CEUs. 

5 CSR  100-200.130  Certification  Maintenance 

(3)  An  interpreter  shall  be  required  to  earn  two  (2.0)  CEUs  annual- 
ly for  certification  maintenance  in  the  MICS.  Contact  hours  earned 
in  another  state  will  be  accepted  by  the  BCI  provided  that  the  hours 
acquired  can  be  documented.  The  twelve-  (12-)  month  period  for 
annually  earning  CEUs  will  end  ninety  (90)  days  prior  to  the  licens- 
ing deadline.  This  section  will  become  effective  for  the  CEU  cycle 
beginning  November  3,  2014  and  ending  November  2,  2015. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292(7),  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and 
sections  209.295(2)  and  209.311,  RSMo  2000,  the  commission 
amends  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.150  Fees  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  645-647).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed 
amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the 
Code  of  State  Regulations . 


SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  thirty  (30) 
comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National 
Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign 
Language  Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep; 
Carrie  McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed 
rule  changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the 
standards  for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
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national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela's  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
(1)  certification  test  tor  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regula- 
tions of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of 
other  certifying  entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter 
Performance  Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in 
Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification 
which  does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and 
the  impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educa- 
tional setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few 
who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  Commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent Tevel  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 


COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  train- 
ing must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no 
child  in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  edu- 
cationally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
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Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  Commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to  ongoing 
dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a smooth  transi- 
tion under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regulation  of  inter- 
preters to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the  Deaf  commu- 
nity. RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certi- 
fication and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD-RID  certified 
interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We  are 
at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but  to 
impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 


and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future  rules, 
if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a result 
of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  another 
state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200.050(1  )(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students'  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  Commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would  like 
to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to  be 
licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
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commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  Commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27:  Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  with  the  increase  in  fees  for  cer- 
tification testing,  especially  for  an  interpreter  who  may  be  required  to 
take  three  (3)  tests  in  order  to  achieve  Master  certification. 
RESPONSE:  The  testing  and  rating  procedures  of  the  new  test  are 
more  expensive  than  the  previous  test,  so  the  fee  had  to  be  adjusted. 
The  proposed  fees  is  the  commission’s  best  estimate  of  the  revenue 
to  cover  the  expenses  of  the  examination  based  on  expenses  shown  by 
other  states  that  use  the  same  certification  system.  No  surplus  is 
anticipated  or  planned.  The  proposed  fees  are  comparable  to  other 
states  offering  the  same  certification  as  well  as  to  the  national  NAD- 
RID  National  Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)  performance  test.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #29:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  questions  how  the  additional  funds  generated  by  the 
increase  in  testing  fees  will  be  used  by  the  state. 

RESPONSE:  The  proposed  fees  are  projected  to  cover  the  increased 
cost  to  administer  and  score  the  new  test.  No  surplus  is  anticipated 
or  planned.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #30:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, states  that  the  new  changes  will  increase  the  cost  of  fees  for 
the  interpreters  who  may  not  be  happy  with  the  increase  unless  they 
are  able  to  see  the  benefits  of  the  change. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees  there  will  be  an  increased  bur- 
den on  certifying  interpreters  due  to  the  increase  in  fees.  The  com- 
mission anticipates  the  new  examination  will  benefit  the  health,  safe- 
ty, and  welfare  of  the  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  community  by  improv- 
ing the  validity  and  reliability  of  the  certification  process,  which 
should  have  a residual  benefit  to  the  interpreters  who  can  represent 
themselves  with  greater  confidence  to  the  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
community,  which,  based  on  comments  received,  strongly  supports 
the  adoption  of  the  new  examination.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and  sec- 
tion 209.295,  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends  a rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.170  Skill  Level  Standards  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  648-651).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed 
amendment  becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the 
Code  of  State  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  fifty-four 
(54)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards 
for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
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Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  amendments  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  com- 
mission is  seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task 
force  in  concert  with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposed  changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 


fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  Commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
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that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote  excellence 
in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill,  knowledge, 
and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State  regulation  of 
interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and  commends  the 
efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around  communication 
access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regu- 
lation of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 
that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as  law 
and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and  stan- 
dards for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organizational 
structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met.  We  are 
at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness,  but  to 


impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  com- 
mission consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
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the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  Commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27 : Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #28:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  MO-RID;  Pauline 
(Janie)  Cook,  MBA,  CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery 
Besette,  NIC/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language  Interpreter; 
Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie  McGoidrick,  NIC, 
MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  recommend  an  additional  rule  change  for  rule  5 
CSR  100.200.170(5)  pertaining  to  skill  level  standards.  The  recom- 
mendation is  that  (C)NIC  and  (E)  CI/CT  be  recognized  as  “Master” 
as  generally  accepted  in  other  states.  In  recent  years  NIC-Master  and 
NIC- Advanced  have  been  retired.  Interpreters  currently  can  only 
achieve  the  “NIC”  level  and  are  automatically  placed  at  a level  below 
Comprehensive,  regardless  of  skill  and  experience.  The  result  is  a 
negative  impact  on  the  ability  of  qualified  interpreters  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  being  used  effectively  within  communities.  This  defeats  the 
state’s  goal  of  maintaining  a defined  set  of  skill  level  standards. 
Moreover,  it  reduces  opportunities  for  the  Deaf  person  to  be  served 


by  a qualified  interpreter.  The  RID  certifications  CI/CT  and  NIC  are 
generalist  certifications  (similar  to  the  MICS  and  BEI).  This  means 
they  signify  skills  in  a broad  range  of  general  interpreting/transliter- 
ating assignments.  It  also  means  these  interpreters  have  demonstrat- 
ed their  ability  to  appropriately  judge  which  assignments  they  should 
or  should  not  accept,  as  well  as  their  ethical  decision-making  ability, 
by  passing  both  written  and  oral  interview/knowledge/performance 
exams.  Moreover,  it  gives  the  Deaf  person  greater  confidence  in  the 
abilities  of  qualified  interpreter  based  on  these  exams. 

COMMENT  #29:  Geneva  Shearburn  states  that  after  reading  a copy 
of  Kathleen  Alexander’s  letter  of  comment  dated  March  19,  2014, 
she  agrees  with  her  rationale  and  recommendation  pertaining  to  5 
CSR  100-200.170(5)  to  change  both  C & E to  Master.  At  the  time  of 
the  last  BCI  meeting  she  thought  the  CSC,  CI/CT  and  NIC  were  still 
converted  to  Level  5.  Those  certifications  used  to  be  at  that  level 
until  changed  by  the  prior  BCI.  Her  recommendation  reflects  the 
majority  of  our  state  and  national  interpreters. 

COMMENT  #30:  Mary  Alice  Gardner,  Joplin,  MO,  MO-RID 
Secretary,  MICS  Comprehensive,  recommends  a rule  change  for  rule 
5 CSR  100.200.170(5)  pertaining  to  skill  level  standards. 
Recommendation  is  that  (C)  is  deemed  equivalent  to  the  new  MICS 
Master.  She  would  like  to  be  in  a state  that  is  friendly  to  other  inter- 
preters who  would  like  to  move  to  our  great  state. 

COMMENT  #31:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  requests  that  NAD-RID  cer- 
tification National  Interpreter  Certification  (NIC)  be  accepted  at  the 
new  “Master”  level  because  NAD-RID’s  NIC  was  developed  as  a 
partnership  between  RID  and  the  National  Association  of  the  Deaf. 
In  2011,  NAD  and  RID  embarked  on  a process  to  enhance  the  NIC 
credential  to  “strengthen  the  effectiveness  and  increase  the  value  of 
the  NIC  credential  for  all  stakeholders”  and  part  of  this  enhancement 
was  to  shift  the  credential  to  a one-  (1-)  level  scoring  format  and  the 
NIC  Advanced  and  Master  certifications  are  no  longer  in  existence. 
Also,  the  NIC  Knowledge  Exam  evaluates  the  ability  of  the  tester  to, 
in  addition  to  ten  (10)  other  tasks,  “assess  each  interpreting  situation 
to  determine  if  qualified  for  the  assignment.  ” 

COMMENT  #32:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  requests  that  RID  CI-CT  cer- 
tification be  accepted  at  the  new  “Master”  level  because  this  certifi- 
cation reflected  the  nation’s  full  certification  standard  from  1998- 
2008,  indicating  the  longevity  and  experience  of  the  professional 
interpreter  to  make  appropriate  decision  on  accepting  assignments. 
This  certification  demonstrates  the  interpreter  went  far  beyond  the 
local  standard  at  the  time  to  achieve  credentials  at  a national  level. 
COMMENT  #33:  Shelly  Tisius,  BCI  member,  St.  Louis,  states  that 
after  reviewing  Ms.  Bolding’s  letter  she  agrees  with  the  rationale  that 
national  certifications  be  recognized  as  a Level  5 and  believes  that  the 
recommendation  reflects  the  majority  of  the  state. 

COMMENT  #34:  Michael  Rizzolo,  President  & CEO  Interpretek, 
requests  the  NIC  become  accepted  to  the  new  certification  level  as 
Master.  As  a member  of  RID  for  over  thirty  (30)  years,  he  takes  seri- 
ously the  obligation  to  place  interpreters  in  appropriate  settings. 
Additionally,  Interpretek  encourages  local  interpreters  to  earn  nation- 
al certification  and  recruit  top  interpreters  to  move  into  the  state. 
NAD  and  RID  worked  together  to  improve  the  NIC.  They  removed 
the  NIC  Advanced  and  Master  certifications  three  (3)  years  ago; 
thereby  making  it  impossible  for  any  NIC  interpreter  (now  our 
nation’s  highest  attainable  professional  generalist  certification)  to 
convert  to  Missouri’s  Master  level. 

RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #28-34:  The  commission  organized  a 
task  force  to  review  and  recommend  modifications  to  the  skill  level 
standards.  After  review  of  the  task  force’s  recommendations,  the 
commission  determined  to  not  increase  the  NIC  and  CI/CT  levels  to 
“Master.  ” In  addition,  the  commission’s  research  of  the  certification 
levels  in  other  states  does  not  support  the  statement  that  the  noted 
certifications  are  generally  accepted  as  “Master”  in  other  states.  A 
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reviewing  of  other  states  who  offer  BEI  certification  shows  that,  in 
Texas,  NIC  certification  is  in  the  same  category  as  Basic  certification 
and  CI/CT  is  in  a category  between  Basic  and  Advanced  in  their  list- 
ed situations  and  recommended  interpreter  certification  levels.  In 
Illinois,  NIC,  Cl  and  CT  certifications  are  listed  as  acceptable  certi- 
fications for  their  Advanced  license.  In  Michigan’s  final  order  of  pro- 
posed rules,  the  NIC  and  Cl  and  CT  certifications  are  listed  as  cer- 
tifications accepted  to  work  in  situations  in  which  those  with  BEI 
Advanced  certification  may  work.  Because  of  the  current  NIC’s  one 
(1)  level  performance  test  format,  there  is  an  inability  to  distinguish 
the  actual  level  of  any  given  interpreter.  Test  results  only  indicate  if 
minimum  standards  were  met.  According  to  the  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf's  website,  “candidates  earn  NIC  certifica- 
tion if  they  demonstrate  professional  knowledge  and  skills  that  meet 
or  exceed  the  minimum  professional  standards  necessary  to  perform 
in  a broad  range  of  interpretation  and  transliteration  assignments.” 
The  system  proposed  by  this  comment  in  which  any  NIC,  Cl  and  CT 
interpreter  would  be  trusted  to  make  their  own  evaluation  and  deter- 
mination of  competency  to  perform  in  specific  situations  is  somewhat 
inconsistent  with  the  philosophy  behind  the  Skill  Level  Standards 
system  currently  required  by  the  Legislature.  Although  the  Ethical 
Rules  of  Conduct  established  by  the  Missouri  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010  also  requires  interpreters  to  inde- 
pendently evaluate  their  competence  for  a particular  assignment,  the 
Skill  Level  Standards  set  forth  basic  guidelines  for  appropriate  areas 
of  practice  for  each  level  and  is  not  written  to  allow  the  interpreter 
unfettered  discretion  to  make  this  determination.  No  changes  have 
been  made  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #35:  John  T.  Adams,  Facility  Security  Officer  Deaf 
Inter-Link,  Inc;  Amanda  Staats,  NIC,  states  that  according  to  5 CSR 
100-200.070,  Performance  Test  and  Evaluation,  subsection  (3)(C) 
states  the  Certificate  of  Interpretation/Certificate  of  Transliteration 
(CI/CT)  is  deemed  equivalent  to  the  new  MICS  Advanced.  Originally, 
a CI/CT  was  converted  to  the  MICS  Comprehensive.  Once  the  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  accepted  a CI/CT  for  licensure, 
MCDHH/BCI  decided  to  make  the  CI/CT  equivalent  to  the  MICS 
Advanced.  They  request  the  CI/CT  equivalency  be  removed  from  this 
rule,  and  instead  put  under  5 CSR  100-200. 170,  Skill  Level  Standards, 
subsection  (5)(C)  and  deem  it  equivalent  to  the  new  MICS  Master. 
RESPONSE:  Rule  5 CSR  100-200.110(2)  of  the  original  rules  in  the 
grandfather  clause  stated  that  “Pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  the  following  levels  will  be 
grandfathered  into  the  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification  System: 
CSC,  Cl  and  CT— Comprehensive,  IC  and  TC,  Cl  or  CT — 
Advanced,  and  IC  or  TC — Intermediate.  ” This  rule  was  effective  July 
30,  1997  until  it  expired  on  July  2,  1998.  Later,  in  5 CSR  100- 
200.170(5),  RID  certifications  were  added  to  the  Skill  Level 
Standards  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  in  what  settings  an  interpreter 
with  that  certification  may  interpret.  The  CI/CT  has  been  referred  to 
as  an  Advanced  in  this  rule  since  June  30,  2004.  The  commission 
organized  a task  force  to  review  and  recommend  modifications  to  the 
skill  level  standards.  After  review  of  the  task  force’s  recommenda- 
tions, the  commission  determined  to  not  increase  the  NIC  and  CI/CT 
levels  to  “Master.”  In  addition,  the  commission’s  research  of  the  cer- 
tification levels  in  other  states  does  not  support  the  statement  that  the 
noted  certifications  are  generally  accepted  as  “Master”  in  other 
states.  A reviewing  of  other  states  who  offer  BEI  certification  shows 
that,  in  Texas,  NIC  certification  is  in  the  same  category  as  Basic  cer- 
tification and  CI/CT  is  in  a category  between  Basic  and  Advanced  in 
their  listed  situations  and  recommended  interpreter  certification  lev- 
els. In  Illinois,  NIC,  Cl  and  CT  certifications  are  listed  as  acceptable 
certifications  for  their  Advanced  license.  In  Michigan’s  final  order  of 
proposed  rules,  the  NIC  and  Cl  and  CT  certifications  are  listed  as 
certifications  accepted  to  work  in  situations  in  which  those  with  BEI 
Advanced  certification  may  work.  Because  of  the  current  NIC’s  one 
(1)  level  performance  test  format,  there  is  an  inability  to  distinguish 
the  actual  level  of  any  given  interpreter.  Test  results  only  indicate  if 


minimum  standards  were  met.  According  to  the  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf’s  website,  “candidates  earn  NIC  certifica- 
tion if  they  demonstrate  professional  knowledge  and  skills  that  meet 
or  exceed  the  minimum  professional  standards  necessary  to  perform 
in  a broad  range  of  interpretation  and  transliteration  assignments.” 
The  system  adopted  by  RID  is  philosophically  inconsistent  with  the 
Skill  Level  Standards  system  required  by  the  Legislature.  Although 
the  Ethical  Rules  of  Conduct  established  by  the  Missouri  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010  also  requires  inter- 
preters to  independently  evaluate  their  competence  for  a particular 
assignment,  the  Skill  Level  Standards  set  forth  basic  guidelines  for 
appropriate  areas  of  practice  for  each  level  and  is  not  written  to  allow 
the  interpreter  unfettered  discretion  to  make  this  determination.  No 
changes  have  been  made  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #36:  Amanda  Staats,  NIC,  states  that  while  including 
the  new  language  for  skill  level  standards  provides  greater  legal 
power,  it  is  taking  away  accessibility  because  of  the  high  nature  of  the 
legal  language.  She  also  states  this  section  of  the  law  is  often 
referred  to  when  clarity  is  needed  and  is  easy  to  read  by  lay  persons. 
She  proposes  that  the  prior  language  listing  the  various  settings  be 
left  along  with  the  language  to  provide  flexibility  to  the  discretion  of 
the  interpreters,  etc. 

RESPONSE:  The  proposed  language  was  intended  to  remove  redun- 
dancy and  make  it  easier  to  read.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #37:  Michael  Rizzolo,  President  & CEO  Interpretek, 
notes  that  with  the  prerequisite  of  testing  a candidate  holding  a bach- 
elor’s degree  or  completing  the  rigorous  Alternative  Pathway,  we 
believe  all  NIC  certified  interpreters  have  demonstrated  scholarship 
beyond  what  the  MICS  and  BEI  can  ensure. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  currently  increasing  the  education- 
al requirements  before  becoming  certified  in  Missouri.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #38:  Michael  Rizzolo,  President  & CEO  Interpretek, 
requests  that  we  consider  an  interpreter  who  has  passed  the  NIC  as 
someone  capable  of  deciding  which  assignments  to  accept.  Because 
this  regulation  infers  they  cannot  make  these  professional  judgments, 
interpreter  recruitment  is  severely  hindered.  His  goal  is  to  bring  as 
much  quality  and  talent  as  possible  to  serve  Missouri’s  Deaf  com- 
munity, but  the  current  conversion  presents  a significant  barrier. 
RESPONSE:  The  system  adopted  by  RID  is  philosophically  incon- 
sistent with  the  Skill  Level  Standards  system  required  by  the 
Legislature.  Although  the  Ethical  Rules  of  Conduct  established  by 
the  Missouri  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010 
also  requires  interpreters  to  independently  evaluate  their  competence 
for  a particular  assignment,  the  Skill  Level  Standards  set  forth  basic 
guidelines  for  appropriate  areas  of  practice  for  each  level  and  is  not 
written  to  allow  the  interpreter  unfettered  discretion  to  make  this 
determination.  Interpreters  who  hold  NIC  certification  can  work  in 
every  setting  except  two  (2)  in  Missouri — Criminal  (Felony)  and 
Family  Court.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #39:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  that  interpreters  with  Basic  certification  should  not 
interpret  in  a college  setting  for  obvious  reasons.  College  students 
should  expect  the  most  qualified  and  knowledgeable  interpreter  to 
have  the  ability  to  interpret  for  a given  course.  He  has  personal  expe- 
rience with  interpreters  who  did  not  have  the  knowledge  or  skills 
with  certain  subjects,  although  they  held  MICS  4 or  5 certification. 
RESPONSE:  The  skill  level  standards  denote  the  minimum  level  of 
certification  required  to  work  in  particular  settings.  Interpreters  must 
use  discretion  in  accepting  assignments  based  upon  their  experience, 
capability,  and  certification  level  and  in  compliance  with  the  Ethical 
Rules  of  Conduct  established  by  the  Missouri  State  Committee  of 
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Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #40:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  current  NIC  tests 
the  ability  of  an  interpreter  to  think  critically  about  the  Code  of 
Professional  Conduct.  Because  all  NAD-RID  certified  interpreters 
agree  to  uphold  the  CPC  and  because  they  are  tested  for  their  under- 
standing and  knowledge  thereof,  there  is  an  assurance  that  they  have 
an  appreciation  of  the  ethical  situations  interpreters  may  encounter. 
Also  he  holds  that  all  NAD-RID  certified  interpreters  are  tested  on 
their  ethical  decision-making,  including  assessing  qualifications  for 
an  assignment. 

RESPONSE:  Even  though  the  MICS  currently  tests  interpreters  on 
ethics  on  its  written  test  it  still  expects  interpreters  to  demonstrate 
their  interpreting  skill  level  through  certification  before  being  allowed 
to  interpret  in  different  settings.  MICS  certified  interpreters  are 
expected  to  use  discretion  in  accepting  assignments  based  upon  their 
experience,  capability,  and  certification  level  and  in  compliance  with 
the  Ethical  Rules  of  Conduct  established  by  the  Missouri  State 
Committee  of  Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010.  No  changes  have 
been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #41:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  Tenent  2 of  the  RID 
code  of  professional  conduct  supports  the  philosophy  of  the  proposed 
level  system  — which  interpreters  should  work  only  in  assignments 
for  which  they  are  qualified  — without  arbitrarily  establishing  equiv- 
alency among  various  certifications. 

COMMENT  #42:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  explains  that  RID’s  certification 
programs  maintain  strict  adherence  to  nationally  recognized,  testing 
industry  standards  of  validity,  reliability,  equity,  and  legal  defensibil- 
ity.  The  certification  involves  passing  a series  of  exams.  The  multi- 
ple-choice knowledge  exam  measures  a variety  of  areas  from  linguis- 
tics to  English  proficiency  to  ethics  to  influences  on  the  interpreting 
process.  One  of  the  main  tasks  involves  assessing  each  interpreting 
situation  to  determine  if  qualified  for  the  assignment. 

RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #41  AND  42:  MICS  also  currently 
tests  interpreters  on  ethics  on  its  written  test,  but  still  expects  inter- 
preters to  demonstrate  their  interpreting  skill  level  through  certifica- 
tion before  being  allowed  to  interpret  in  different  settings.  MICS  cer- 
tified interpreters  are  expected  to  use  discretion  in  accepting  assign- 
ments based  upon  their  experience,  capability,  and  certification  level 
and  in  compliance  with  the  Ethical  Rules  of  Conduct  established  by 
the  Missouri  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  at  20  CSR  2232-1.010. 
No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this 
comment. 

COMMENT  #43:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  believes  the  different  certification  tests  should  be 
accepted  each  on  their  own  since  each  has  a different  testing  method 
and  should  be  valued  separately.  This  includes  NIC  certification. 
RESPONSE:  Different  certifications  are  accepted  on  their  own.  The 
certifications  issued  by  other  certifying  entities  are  assigned  equiva- 
lent levels  to  make  it  easier  to  find  which  settings  in  which  they  are 
allowed  to  work.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as 
a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #44:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  acknowledges  the  need  to  improve  the 
testing  system;  however,  fears  the  conversions  proposed  may  open  the 
state  to  litigation  due  to  the  lack  of  data  to  justify  the  conversions 
from  national  certification. 

RESPONSE:  As  part  of  its  standing  conversion  procedures,  the  BCI 
reviews  testing  materials  and  systems  from  other  certifying  entities  in 
order  to  evaluate  the  qualifications  of  those  certified  in  those  systems. 


The  ability  to  have  a certifying  system  accepted  by  MICS  is  a privi- 
lege and  requires  the  certifying  entity  to  establish  the  level  of  com- 
petency of  those  certified  under  its  system  for  purposes  of  the  skill 
level  standards.  To  date,  the  BCI  is  unaware  of  evidence  to  show  that 
all  NIC  certificate  holders  are  skilled  at  the  MICS  Master  level  pro- 
posed in  the  rules.  A reviewing  of  other  states  who  offer  BEI  certifi- 
cation shows  that,  in  Texas,  NIC  certification  is  in  the  same  catego- 
ry as  Basic  certification  and  CI/CT  is  in  a category  between  Basic 
and  Advanced  in  their  listed  situations  and  recommended  interpreter 
certification  levels.  In  Illinois,  NIC,  Cl  and  CT  certifications  are  list- 
ed as  acceptable  certifications  for  their  Advanced  license.  In 
Michigan’s  final  order  of  proposed  rules,  the  NIC  and  Cl  and  CT 
certifications  are  listed  as  certifications  accepted  to  work  in  situations 
in  which  those  with  BEI  Advanced  certification  may  work.  No 
changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #45:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  suggests  that  the  skill  level  standards  list 
only  the  minimum  level  of  certification  required  for  particular  set- 
tings instead  of  listing  abbreviations  of  each  certification  level  per- 
mitted to  work  in  that  setting.  Posting  of  the  minimum  requirement 
would  make  clear  that  the  minimum  level  and  above  are  acceptable. 
RESPONSE:  Based  on  the  number  of  phone  calls  received  staff 
believes  that  the  current  format  listing  all  acceptable  certification  lev- 
els is  clearer  to  individuals  who  may  not  be  familiar  with  the  rank- 
ing of  the  different  certification  levels.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #46:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  suggests  when  determining  the  skill  level 
required  for  a particular  setting  to  consider  not  only  the  setting  but 
the  language  and  terminology  used.  One  (1)  example  relates  to  inter- 
preting in  the  legal  setting  where  the  required  levels  for  criminal 
felony  and  misdemeanor  are  different  although  the  legal  terminology 
used  and  the  interpreting  skills  are  the  same  for  both.  Although  the 
possible  punishments  between  a felony  and  misdemeanor  may  be  dif- 
ferent, they  both  can  be  severe. 

RESPONSE:  The  skill  level  standards  proposed  were  determined  by 
a joint  task  force  with  input  from  members  of  the  MCDHH,  BCI, 
MCDHH  staff  and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #47:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Academic  Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at 
William  Woods  University,  expressed  concern  that  the  proposed  skill 
level  standards  does  not  include  settings  in  which  new  and  novice 
interpreters  may  practice  at  a level  that  would  be  appropriate  for  their 
skill  level.  This  may  infringe  on  the  rights  of  deaf  consumers  who 
may  be  alienated  from  certain  settings  because  the  setting  does  not 
warrant  a Master  level  interpreter  and  is  not  going  to  find  someone 
to  interpret  for  a “free”  tour. 

RESPONSE:  The  proposed  amendment  has  not  eliminated  the  set- 
tings in  which  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  interpreters  may  work. 
Those  currently  certified  at  those  levels  may  continue  to  practice  in 
the  appropriate  settings  until  their  current  certification  expires  three 
(3)  years  after  the  date  of  issuance.  Because  those  certifications  will 
no  longer  be  offered  through  the  new  testing  system,  there  may  be 
interpreters  who  fail  to  meet  the  minimum  requirements  to  interpret 
in  a variety  of  settings  while  they  previously  may  have  met  the 
requirements  for  the  Novice  and  Apprentice  certifications.  Statute 
defines  the  practice  of  interpreting  and  requires  certification  to 
become  licensed  as  a requirement  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and  there- 
fore outside  the  purview  of  this  amendment.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 
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COMMENT  #48:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  wants  the  BCI  to  consider  what  settings/content 
would  be  considered  to  not  meet  the  definition  of  interpreting  and 
could  be  considered  open  to  students  and  recently  graduated  inter- 
preters. 

RESPONSE:  Statute  defines  the  practice  of  interpreting  and  what  is 
not  considered  interpreting.  BCI  does  not  have  authority  to  change 
these  requirements.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #49:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  that  the 
retired  RID  certification  Master  Comprehensive  Skills  Certificate 
(MCSC)  be  added  to  the  certifications  accepted  and  suggest  it  meets 
the  qualifications  of  Master  (Comprehensive)  certification. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  The  list  of 
certifications  accepted  is  by  no  means  an  exhaustive  list.  Conversions 
from  other  testing  systems  are  considered  in  accordance  with  5 CSR 
100-200.100.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #50:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  would  like  the  com- 
mission to  reconsider  the  skill  levels  necessary  for  legal  settings. 
While  an  Advanced  level  interpreter  may  not  interpret  felony  pro- 
ceedings, they  are  allowed  to  interpret  for  other  court  proceeding 
including  misdemeanors.  Because  consumer  risk  is  high  in  both  set- 
tings and  because  the  same  level  of  language  and  court/legal  knowl- 
edge is  needed  to  interpret  in  both  settings  the  same  certification  level 
should  be  required  for  both.  Consideration  of  the  language  used  in 
the  setting  should  be  a factor  in  determining  skill  levels  requirements 
in  addition  to  a risk  assessment  to  the  consumer. 

RESPONSE:  The  skill  level  standards  proposed  were  determined  by 
a joint  task  force  with  input  from  members  of  the  MCDHH,  BCI, 
MCDHH  staff  and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #51:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  supports  the  new 
language  that  clearly  states  interpreters  should  use  the  Ethical  Rules 
of  Professional  Conduct  and  further  clarifies  that  even  if  an  inter- 
preter has  the  license  to  work  in  a specific  setting  does  not  automat- 
ically mean  they  are  qualified  for  it. 

COMMENT  #52:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  supports  bringing 
clarification  to  the  skill  level  standards.  Since  the  law  has  been  in 
effect  for  some  time  now  it  is  noted  that  some  adjustments  needed  to 
be  made  and  those  decisions  were  good. 

RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS  #51-#52:  As  these  comments  support 
the  proposed  amendment,  no  changes  have  been  made  as  a result  of 
these  comments. 

COMMENT  #53  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  expressed  grave  concerns  about  how 
equivalency  between  and  among  various  certifications  was  deter- 
mined and  set  forth  in  the  rules.  The  equivalency  determinations, 
absent  explanation  of  the  psychometric  data  used  and  the  reasons  for 
the  determinations,  appear  arbitrary  and  capricious.  This  may  result 
in  the  pool  of  qualified  interpreters  able  to  work  in  Missouri  artifi- 
cially limited  by  a subjective  level  system. 

RESPONSE:  The  conversion  of  RID  and  NIC  certifications  had 
already  been  established  in  rule.  This  amendment  only  changes  the 
name  of  the  certification  level  to  coincide  with  the  new  testing  sys- 
tem. No  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 


COMMENT  #54:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  expressed  concern  at  the  exclu- 
sion of  several  nationally  recognized  certifications  from  the  rules  as 
accepted  credentials.  RID  asks  the  commission  to  include  those  inter- 
preters holding  an  IC/TC,  RSC,  or  MCSC  on  the  list  of  interpreters 
able  to  work  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  The  list  of  certifications  accepted  is  by  no  means  an 
exhaustive  list.  Conversions  from  other  testing  systems  are  consid- 
ered in  accordance  with  5 CSR  100-200.100.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 


Title  5— DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND 
SECONDARY  EDUCATION 
Division  100 — Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing 

Chapter  200— Board  for  Certification  of  Interpreters 

ORDER  OF  RULEMAKING 

By  the  authority  vested  in  the  Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and 
Hard  of  Hearing  under  section  209.292,  RSMo  Supp.  2013,  and  sec- 
tions 209.295(2)  and  (8),  RSMo  2000,  the  commission  amends  a 
rule  as  follows: 

5 CSR  100-200.210  Reinstatement  is  amended. 

A notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  containing  the  text  of  the  proposed 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Missouri  Register  on  March  3,  2014 
(39  MoReg  651).  No  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of  the  pro- 
posed amendment,  so  it  is  not  reprinted  here.  This  proposed  amend- 
ment becomes  effective  thirty  (30)  days  after  publication  in  the  Code 
of  Slate  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS:  The  commission  received  twenty- 
seven  (27)  comments  on  the  proposed  amendment. 

COMMENT  #1:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, has  concerns  regarding  Missouri  Interpreter  Certification 
System  (MICS)  certification  levels  after  careful  review  of  the  pro- 
posed amendments  and  rescissions.  The  Deaf  and  hard  of  hearing 
constituents  have  placed  confidence  in  Missouri  Commission  for  the 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  (MCDHH),  Board  for  Certification  of 
Interpreters  (BCI),  and  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  (SCI)  to 
ensure  that  certified  and  licensed  interpreters  comply  with  the  rules 
within  the  state  statutes.  They  have  done  a great  job  over  the  years. 
Any  proposed  changes  to  the  statutes  requires  careful  review  and 
scrutiny  to  understand  the  reasoning  for  the  changes,  especially  after 
receiving  notification  by  email  of  the  changes  at  the  last  minute. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  appreciates  the  confidence  placed  in 
us.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  com- 
ment. 

COMMENT  #2:  Kaci  N.  Gill,  Sign  Language  Interpreter,  MICS- 
Comprehensive,  wants  to  commend  everyone  for  their  time  and  effort 
to  make  improvements  to  the  profession  and  services  provided. 
RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #3:  Kathleen  Alexander,  President  Missouri  Registry  of 
Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (MO-RID);  Pauline  (Janie)  Cook,  MBA, 
CI/CT,  Sign  language  interpreter;  Chery  Besette,  National  Interpreter 
Certification  (NIC)/  Missouri  Comprehensive  Sign  Language 
Interpreter;  Angela  Hernton,  MO-RID  Region  3 Rep;  Carrie 
McGoldrick,  NIC,  MO,  KS,  PA,  CT,  believe  the  proposed  rule 
changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community,  while  bringing  the  standards 
for  Sign  Language  Interpreters  to  a higher  level. 
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RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #4:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  believe  the  proposed  amend- 
ment changes  will  benefit  the  Deaf  community  and  access  to  com- 
munication statewide. 

RESPONSE;  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  were  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #5:  Debra  Lakebrink,  Sign  language  interpreter,  NIC- 
Certified,  Licensed  in  KS  & MO;  Lisa  Bolding,  Sign  Language 
Specialists,  Director,  Midwest  Region,  applauds  the  commission  for 
raising  the  standards  of  the  interpreting  profession  and  looks  forward 
to  even  higher  expectations  in  the  years  to  come. 

RESPONSE;  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #6:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, agrees  that  change  to  the  MICS  system  is  necessary  to  make 
testing  valid  and  simple  as  well  as  to  manage  its  costs. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #7:  Donald  Benfield,  registered  voter  and  Deaf  con- 
sumer, believes  there  should  be  one  (1)  test  that  all  interpreters  must 
take,  regardless  of  their  current  level  of  certification  or  if  certified  by 
other  agencies  such  as  the  National  Interpreter  Certification  through 
the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf  (RID)  and  National 
Association  of  the  Deaf  (NAD).  They  must  demonstrate  they  meet 
the  standards  in  Missouri.  Some  reasoning  for  that  is  the  incident  on 
national  tv  of  the  interpreter  at  Nelson  Mandela’s  funeral  as  well  as 
seeing  several  interpreters  on  CNN  who  did  not  perform  as  well  as 
expected.  Those  instances  are  hard  to  investigate  to  find  out  the  inter- 
preters’ certification  level  and  license. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  is  not  authorized  to  require  only  one 
certification  test  for  all  interpreters.  Under  state  law  and  regulations 
of  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  the  certifications  of  other  cer- 
tifying entities  (RID,  NIC,  Educational  Interpreter  Performance 
Assessment  (EIPA),  etc.)  are  recognized  by  the  State  Committee  of 
Interpreters  when  it  issues  licenses  to  work  in  Missouri. 

COMMENT  #8:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
Missouri  School  Boards’  Association  (MSBA)  and  the  membership 
of  Missouri  Council  of  Administrators  of  Special  Education  (MO- 
CASE),  expresses  grave  concern  with  proposed  amendments  for 
interpreters  who  work  in  public  schools  with  children  in  kindergarten 
through  grade  12.  Based  on  input  from  interpreters  in  public  schools 
and  administrators  who  hire  and  supervise  the  interpreters,  there  are 
many  aspects  of  the  rules  that  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonable  or  make 
sense  when  considering  the  impact  to  the  supply  and  demand  of 
interpreters,  especially  in  rural  Missouri,  and  on  the  educational  out- 
comes of  Missouri  students  who  are  hard  of  hearing. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  are  those  who  hold  temporary  certification  which 
does  not  expire  for  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #9:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  recommends  the 
proposed  rules  be  withdrawn  at  this  time  and  public  schools  be  given 


the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  desired  outcomes  the  commission  is 
seeking  to  achieve.  MSBA  is  willing  to  convene  a task  force  in  con- 
cert with  MO-CASE  to  meet  with  the  commission  to  discuss  the  pro- 
posed changes. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  did  carefully  consider  the  rules  and 
their  impact  on  interpreters  working  in  the  educational  setting  and  the 
impact  to  deaf  and  hard  of  hearing  students  in  the  public  schools.  The 
overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who  work  in  the  educational 
setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed  changes.  Those  few  who 
will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred 
(700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provi- 
sional certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years 
after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  already  are  required  to  pass  a certi- 
fication examination  in  order  to  extend  their  certification.  The  num- 
ber of  interpreters  affected  and  the  expected  time  frame  before  an 
impact  is  seen  does  not  indicate  that  withdrawal  of  the  proposed 
changes  is  necessary.  In  addition,  the  commission  is  open  to  review- 
ing and  discussing  recommended  changes  to  its  rules.  No  changes 
were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #10:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  there  is  a need  to 
examine  the  data  on  current  certifications  held  by  school-based  inter- 
preters and  how  those  would  convert  to  the  new  leveling  system. 
RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes  because  their  certification  is  being  converted  to  an  equiva- 
lent level  under  5 CSR  100-200.035.  Those  few  who  will  be  affect- 
ed (less  than  twenty  (20)  out  of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified 
interpreters)  are  those  who  hold  temporary  or  provisional  certifica- 
tions which  do  not  expire  for  one  (1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date 
of  issue,  and  who  are  already  required  to  pass  a new  examination  to 
extend  their  certification.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #11:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  strongly  believes  data 
needs  to  be  pulled  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  where  interpreters  are 
currently  employed  in  public  schools  and  the  levels  of  certification 
that  are  currently  held  by  those  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  The  data  was  collected  on  interpreters  who  hold  vari- 
ous certifications.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  interpreters  who 
work  in  the  educational  setting  will  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
changes.  Those  few  who  will  be  affected  (less  than  twenty  (20)  out 
of  over  seven  hundred  (700)  certified  interpreters)  are  those  who  hold 
temporary  or  provisional  certifications  which  do  not  expire  for  one 
(1)  to  three  (3)  years  after  the  date  of  issue,  and  who  are  already 
required  to  pass  a new  examination  to  extend  their  certification.  No 
changes  were  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #12:  Carter  D.  Ward,  Ph.D.,  Executive  Director  of  the 
MSBA  and  the  membership  of  MO-CASE,  believes  a reasonable  plan 
for  transitioning  from  the  current  system  to  a new  system  of  certifi- 
cation leveling,  proficiency,  fees,  and  continuing  professional  training 
must  be  well  thought  out  and  in  place.  This  will  ensure  that  no  child 
in  Missouri  who  is  deaf  or  hard  of  hearing  fails  to  progress  educa- 
tionally or  is  otherwise  harmed  by  a lapse  in  service  due  to  a short- 
age of  interpreters  to  provide  services  in  public  schools. 
RESPONSE:  The  commission  believes  it  analyzed  the  data  and  saw 
a very  small  number  of  educational  interpreters  who  may  be  affect- 
ed by  the  proposed  changes.  The  increase  in  fees  is  in  response  to  the 
expected  increase  in  expenses  to  ensure  we  are  adhering  to  testing 
standards  and  administering  a certification  test  that  has  been  proven 
valid,  reliable,  and  legally  defensible.  The  cost  of  the  certification 
testing  will  continue  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of  certification  through 
private  certifying  agencies.  Interpreters  are  able  to  access  continuing 
professional  training  from  a variety  of  sources  at  a nominal  fee.  The 
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proposed  continuing  education  requirements  are  comparable  to  other 
interpreter  certifying  and  licensing  entities  around  the  nation.  We 
believe  the  proposed  changes  will  be  beneficial  to  deaf  or  hard  of 
hearing  students  by  ensuring  we  are  using  the  most  valid  and  reliable 
testing  instrument  available  and  requiring  more  professional  training 
in  the  interpreting  field.  No  changes  were  made  to  this  amendment 
as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #13:  Dr.  Carrie  L.  McCray,  Associate  Dean  of  Academic 
Assessment  and  Associate  Professor  ASL/Interpreting  at  William 
Woods  University,  expressed  concern  at  the  possible  reduction  in  the 
number  of  interpreters  due  to  the  proposed  amendments.  While  agree- 
ing that  the  standards  for  interpreters  need  improvement,  it  is  noted 
that  the  current  workforce  cannot  meet  the  demand.  The  commission 
is  urged  to  create  a strategic  plan  for  assisting  in  the  training  of  future 
interpreters  and  help  raise  the  passage  rates  for  certification  evalua- 
tions. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  will  be  strategically  planning  for  the 
training  of  interpreters  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  profession.  It  is 
one  of  our  legal  mandates.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #14:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  asks  the  commission 
to  consider  creating  provisional  certification  interpreting  students  to 
allow  them  to  work  in  settings  that  currently  a Novice  level  inter- 
preter may  interpret.  Other  states  and  interpreting  programs  around 
the  nation  have  implemented  such  programs.  Another  consideration 
would  be  to  remove  those  settings  from  the  regulation  so  that  Deaf 
people  would  have  greater  access  to  those  low-risk  events  that  no  law 
requires  anyone  to  hire  an  interpreter  for. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #15:  Dr.  Barbara  Garrett,  Com,  CI/CT,  Professor  and 
Program  Director  at  William  Woods  University,  requests  the  com- 
mission to  consider  changing  language  similar  to  what  the  Illinois 
Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing  Commission  used  regarding  the  use  of 
Deaf  interpreters  to  work  with  Deaf-blind  individuals  as  well  as  fill 
the  need  we  have  in  the  state  for  Deaf  interpreters. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #16:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 

Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  in  order  to  promote 
excellence  in  interpreting  all  interpreters  should  demonstrate  skill, 
knowledge,  and  ability  through  the  attainment  of  certification.  State 
regulation  of  interpreting  is  a mechanism  to  achieve  that  goal  and 
commends  the  efforts  by  the  commission  to  open  dialogue  around 
communication  access  in  Missouri. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 

COMMENT  #17:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the 

Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  RID  is  committed  to 
ongoing  dialogue  with  the  commission  and  board  to  facilitate  a 
smooth  transition  under  the  amended  rules.  RID  supports  the  regu- 
lation of  interpreters  to  ensure  excellence  in  services  delivered  to  the 
Deaf  community.  RID  urges  the  board  to  recognize  the  value  of 
NAD-RID  certification  and  the  many  and  varied  contributions  NAD- 
RID  certified  interpreters  have  made  and  will  continue  to  make  in  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  the  Deaf  community. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  and  the  state  of  Missouri,  generally, 
recognize  the  value  of  NAD-RID  certification  and  its  many  contri- 
butions its  certified  interpreters  have  made.  The  commission  assumes 


that  is  why  the  Missouri  legislature  chose  to  recognize  RID-NAD 
certification  for  licensure  to  work  in  Missouri.  No  changes  have  been 
made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #18:  Shane  Feldman,  Executive  Director  of  the  Registry 
of  Interpreters  for  the  Deaf,  states  that  the  need  to  certify  practition- 
ers has  become  more  widely  recognized  at  the  state  and  federal  levels, 
and  within  public  and  private  practice.  The  processes  and  practices 
underlying  certification  has  evolved.  In  many  professions,  such  as 
law  and  nursing,  states  have  implemented  clear-cut  requirements  and 
standards  for  that  profession  including  timelines  and  an  organiza- 
tional structure  for  when  and  how  these  requirements  would  be  met. 
We  are  at  a point  in  the  interpreting  profession  to  not  only  witness, 
but  to  impact  the  progress  and  journey  down  this  path. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  agrees.  No  changes  have  been  made 
to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #19:  Becki  Rhyne  requests  a certification/permit  be 
created  for  recent  graduates  of  an  interpreter  training  program  who 
do  not  achieve  a Basic  level.  This  would  allow  them  a means  to  work 
their  way  up  to  the  Basic  level  and  gainful  employment.  The  state  of 
Illinois  offers  a provisional  certification  after  passing  the  Test  of 
English  Proficiency  (TEP)  for  up  to  two  (2)  years  to  work  in  very  low 
impact  environments  to  give  opportunities  for  skill  development.  If 
there  is  concern  with  using  less  qualified  interpreters  it  may  be  mol- 
lified with  support  or  monitoring  by  a certified  interpreter. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  at  this  point.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #20:  Becki  Rhyne  noted  that  the  current  mentoring  pro- 
gram will  no  longer  be  valid  for  those  not  reaching  a Basic  level  since 
the  Apprentice  and  Novice  levels  will  no  longer  be  offered.  She 
requests  that  the  BCI  establish  an  interim  permit  or  pre -certified  sta- 
tus allowing  interpreters  who  have  not  reached  the  Basic  level  of  cer- 
tification to  pursue  mentoring  opportunities. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  proposed  rule 
changes  but  is  a matter  that  could  be  evaluated  by  BCI,  MCDHH, 
and  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  addressed  in  future 
rules,  if  appropriate.  No  changes  have  been  to  this  amendment  as  a 
result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #21:  Becki  Rhyne  questioned  whether  someone  who  is 
certified  in  the  Board  for  Evaluation  of  Interpreters  (BEI)  by  anoth- 
er state  would  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  or  will 
that  certification  be  accepted  by  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters 
for  a license  at  an  equivalent  level? 

RESPONSE:  Those  certified  through  the  BEI  examination  in  anoth- 
er state  will  be  required  to  convert  to  Missouri  certification  so  that 
the  commission  can  assure  they  have  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
under  5 CSR  100-200. 050(1)(B).  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #22:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  proposes  that  MCDHH 
adopts  a rule  similar  to  Illinois  and  give  provisional  certification  to 
those  who  have  passed  the  TEP.  Then  the  Skill  Level  Standards  could 
be  amended  to  allow  those  with  provisional  certification  to  work 
where  Novice  interpreters  currently  work,  primarily  under  the  recre- 
ation and  education  programs. 

RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #23:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  expressed  concern  that 
students  who  graduate  and  are  not  able  to  attain  the  Basic  level  of 
certification  will  also  not  be  able  to  have  mentorship  opportunities 
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because  the  eligibility  requirement  is  to  be  certified.  Previously  stu- 
dents who  scored  at  the  Novice  or  Apprentice  level  with  the  current 
MICS  system  would  be  certified  and  could  take  advantage  of  the 
mentorship  program  which  has  been  a key  to  students’  success. 
RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #24:  Susen  McBeth,  MICS  Comprehensive,  Assistant 
Professor  at  Southwestern  Illinois  College,  requests  that  the  commis- 
sion consider  recent  graduates  who  are  unable  to  attain  the  Basic 
level  of  certification  and  how  they  can  improve  their  skills.  Possibly 
the  Internship/Practicum  Certificate  (IPC)  may  be  another  way  for 
students  to  work  under  a mentor.  Currently  it  is  only  for  students  in 
a program,  but  if  it  could  be  extended  to  graduates  working  under  a 
supervised  mentorship  program  it  could  help  them  seek  opportunities 
that  have  been  crucial  in  the  development  of  past  graduates. 
RESPONSE:  This  request  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  amendment 
change  and  therefore  cannot  be  addressed  in  these  rules.  No  changes 
have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #25:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  would 
like  to  see  a test  for  CDI  recognized,  licensed  and  Certification 
Maintenance  required  for  the  Deaf  community.  Currently  CDI  is  list- 
ed as  a working  certificate  but  she  does  not  see  where  they  have  to 
be  licensed  and  overseen  by  the  BCI. 

RESPONSE:  Currently,  the  BCI  recognizes  certification  of  Certified 
Deaf  Interpreter  (CDI)  offered  by  the  Registry  of  Interpreters  for  the 
Deaf.  At  this  time  it  is  the  only  certification  offered  for  Deaf  inter- 
preters. Rules  related  to  the  licensure  of  CDIs  are  under  the  author- 
ity of  another  agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  respond.  Additionally,  the  BCI  does  not  oversee  the 
licensing  of  interpreters.  The  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  over- 
sees the  licensing  of  all  interpreters.  No  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #26:  Sally  Backer,  Missouri  Comprehensive,  asks  the 
commission  to  re-evaluate  the  mentorship  options  to  allow  people  to 
have  time  to  practice  (under  supervision)  prior  to  testing.  Currently 
applying  for  and  getting  a mentor  plan  approved  is  difficult.  Even 
though  mentoring  guidelines  state  that  a person  can  work  one  (1) 
level  higher  than  their  current  certification,  historically  intermediate 
level  interpreters  were  NOT  approved  to  work  (with  supervision)  in 
an  advanced  level  setting.  The  rule  states  that  you  can  work  one  (1) 
level  above  your  current  certification  but  intermediate  and  advanced 
are  not  allowed  to  do  this.  Other  professions  do  clinical  work  with- 
out direct  supervision  while  we  apply  to  do  direct  supervision  only 
to  be  rejected. 

RESPONSE:  The  rules  for  mentorship  are  established  under  anoth- 
er agency,  the  State  Committee  of  Interpreters  and  therefore  cannot 
be  changed  by  the  commission.  No  changes  have  been  made  to  this 
amendment  as  a result  of  this  comment. 

COMMENT  #27 : Tessi  Muskrat  Rickabaugh,  wife,  mother,  spiritu- 
al director,  Interpreter  for  the  Deaf,  looks  forward  to  Missouri  adopt- 
ing the  BEI  system  and  believes  this  change  will  be  very  positive  for 
the  interpreting  profession  in  Missouri  as  well  as  for  those  who  use 
the  services  of  interpreters.  She  is  pleased  there  will  be  a certifica- 
tion system  which  has  such  detailed  research  behind  it,  which  will 
provide  a more  dependable  level  of  qualification,  and  may  be  able  to 
serve  our  deaf  and  hearing  customers  better. 

RESPONSE:  As  this  comment  is  in  support  of  the  proposed  amend- 
ment, no  changes  have  been  made  to  this  amendment  as  a result  of 
this  comment. 
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The  Secretary  of  State  is  required  by  sections  347.141  and  359.481,  RSMo  2000,  to  publish  dissolutions  of  limited  liability  com- 
panies and  limited  partnerships.  The  content  requirements  for  the  one-time  publishing  of  these  notices  are  prescribed  by 
statute.  This  listing  is  published  pursuant  to  these  statutes.  We  request  that  documents  submitted  for  publication  in  this  section 
be  submitted  in  camera  ready  8 1/2"  x 11"  manuscript  by  email  to  dissolutions@sos.mo.gov. 


NOTICE  OF  WINDING  UP  OF  LIMITED  LIABILITY  COMPANY 
TO  ALL  CREDITORS  OF  AND  CLAIMANTS  AGAINST 
LOGO  THAT  UP,  LLC 


On  June  6,  2014,  Logo  That  Up,  LLC,  a Missouri  limited  liability  company 
(“Company”),  filed  its  Notice  of  Winding  Up  with  the  Missouri  Secretary  of  State,  effective  on 
tire  filing  date. 

All  persons  and  organizations  must  submit  to  Company,  c/o  Christiaan  D.  Horton, 
Carnahan,  Evans,  Cantwell  & Brown,  P.C.,  2805  S.  Ingram  Mill,  Springfield,  Missouri  65804,  a 
written  summary  of  any  claims  against  Company,  including:  1)  claimant’s  name,  address  and 
telephone  number;  2)  amount  of  claim;  3)  date(s)  claim  accrued  (or  will  accrue);  4)  brief 
description  of  the  nature  of  the  debt  or  the  basis  for  the  claim;  and  5)  if  the  claim  is  secured,  and 
if  so,  the  collateral  used  as  security. 

Because  of  the  dissolution,  any  claims  against  Company  will  be  barred  unless  a 
proceeding  to  enforce  the  claim  is  commenced  within  three  (3)  years  after  the  last  of  filing  or 
publication  of  this  Notice. 


NOTICE  TO  THE  UNKNOWN  CREDITORS 
OF 

WEST  COUNTY  PLASTIC  AND  RECONSTRUCTIVE  SURGERY,  INC. 

You  are  hereby  notified  that  on  June  12,  2014,  West  County  Plastic  and 
Reconstructive  Surgery,  Inc.,  a Missouri  profit  corporation  (the  “Company"),  the  principal 
office  of  which  is  located  in  St.  Louis  County,  Missouri,  filed  Articles  of  Dissolution  by 
Voluntary  Action  with  the  Secretary  of  State  of  Missouri. 

In  order  to  file  a claim  with  the  Company,  you  must  furnish  the  amount  and  the 
basis  for  the  claim  and  provide  all  necessary  documentation  supporting  this  claim.  All 
claims  must  be  mailed  to: 

West  County  Plastic  and  Reconstructive  Surgery,  Inc. 

In  care  of  Capes  Sokol  Goodman  & Sarachan,  P.C. 

7701  Forsyth  Blvd.,  12th  floor 
St  Louis,  Missouri  63105 
Attention:  Mark  E.  Goodman,  Esq. 

A claim  against  West  County  Plastic  and  Reconstructive  Surgery,  Inc.  will  be 
barred  unless  a proceeding  to  enforce  the  claim  is  commenced  within  two  years  after 
the  publication  of  this  notice. 
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NOTICE  OF  DISSOLUTION  TO  ALL  CLAIMANTS  AGAINST 

KBLM,  INC., 
a Missouri  Corporation 

On  June  16,  2014,  KBLM,  Inc.,  a Missouri  corporation,  filed  its  Articles  of  Dissolution  with  the 
Missouri  Secretary  of  State.  The  dissolution  of  the  corporation  was  effective  on  June  16,  2014. 

All  claims  must  include:  the  name,  address  and  telephone  number  of  the  claimant;  the  amount 
claimed;  the  basis  of  the  claim;  the  date(s)  on  which  the  events  occurred  which  provided  the  basis 
for  the  claim;  and  copies  of  any  other  supporting  data.  Claims  should  be  in  writing  and  mailed  to 
the  corporation  in  care  of  James  A.  Beckemeier,  Attorney-at-Law,  13421  Manchester  Road,  Suite 
103,  St.  Louis,  MO  63131. 

Any  claim  against  KBLM,  Inc.  will  be  barred  unless  a proceeding  to  enforce  the  claim  is 
commenced  within  two  years  after  the  publication  of  this  notice. 
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Rule  Number  Agency  Emergency  Proposed  Order  In  Addition 

OFFICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

1 CSR  10  State  Officials’  Salary  Compensation  Schedule  37  MoReg  1859 

38  MoReg  2053 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

2 CSR  90-10 

Weights  and  Measures 

38  MoReg  1241 

2 CSR  90-10.001 

Weights  and  Measures 

39  MoReg  1199 

2 CSR  90-10.011 

Weights  and  Measures 

39  MoReg  1199 

2 CSR  90-10.020 

Weights  and  Measures 

39  MoReg  1200 

2 CSR  90-10.040 

Weights  and  Measures 

39  MoReg  1200 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION 

3 CSR  10-4.110 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1200 

3 CSR  10-4.111 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  849 

39  MoReg  1155 

3 CSR  10-6.550 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  849 

39  MoReg  1155 

3 CSR  10-7.433 

Conservation  Commission 

N.A. 

39  MoReg  1083 

This  Issue 

3 CSR  10-7.434 

Conservation  Commission 

N.A. 

39  MoReg  1083 

3 CSR  10-7.437 

Conservation  Commission 

N.A. 

39  MoReg  1084 

3 CSR  10-9.220 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1201 

3 CSR  10-9.353 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1209 

3 CSR  10-9.359 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1216 

3 CSR  10-9.560 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1220 

3 CSR  10-9.565 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1220 

3 CSR  10-9.566 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1224 

3 CSR  10-10.735 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  849 

39  MoReg  1155 

3 CSR  10-11.115 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  850 

39  MoReg  1155 

3 CSR  10-11.205 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  850 

39  MoReg  1156 

3 CSR  10-11.210 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  851 

39  MoReg  1156 

3 CSR  10-11.215 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  851 

39  MoReg  1156 

3 CSR  10-12.110 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  852 

39  MoReg  1156 

3 CSR  10-12.140 

Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  852 

39  MoReg  1156 

3 CSR  10-12.145  Conservation  Commission  39  MoReg  852  39  MoReg  1156 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 


4 CSR  85-5.020 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  1113 

4 CSR  85-8.010 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1925 

39  MoReg  489T 

4 CSR  85-8.011 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  915 

39  MoReg  591 

39  MoReg  1118 

4 CSR  85-8.020 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1934 

39  MoReg  489T 

4 CSR  85-8.021 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  924 

39  MoReg  600 

39  MoReg  1118 

4 CSR  85-8.030 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1934 

39  MoReg  489T 

4 CSR  85-9.010 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1935 

39  MoReg  489T 

4 CSR  85-9.011 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  924 

39  MoReg  600 

39  MoReg  1118 

4 CSR  85-9.020 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1936 

39  MoReg  489T 

4 CSR  85-9.021 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  926 

39  MoReg  602 

39  MoReg  1118 

4 CSR  85-9.030 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1937 

39  MoReg  490T 

4 CSR  85-9.031 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  927 

39  MoReg  603 

39  MoReg  1119 

4 CSR  85-9.035 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  938 

39  MoReg  613 

39  MoReg  1119 

4 CSR  85-9.040 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1947 

39  MoReg  490T 

4 CSR  85-9.041 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  942 

39  MoReg  617 

39  MoReg  1119 

4 CSR  85-9.050 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

38  MoReg  1954 

39  MoReg  490T 
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4 CSR  85-9.051 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 

Services  39  MoReg  946 

39  MoReg  621 

39  MoReg  1119 

4 CSR  85-10.010 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  721 

4 CSR  85-10.020 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  723 

4 CSR  85-10.030 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  724 

4 CSR  85-10.040 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  725 

4 CSR  85-10.050 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  726 

4 CSR  85-10.060 

Division  of  Business  and  Community 
Services 

39  MoReg  728 

4 CSR  240-2.090 

Public  Service  Commission 

39  MoReg  630 

39  MoReg  1228 

4 CSR  340-2 

Division  of  Energy 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-2.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  from  10  CSR  140-2.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-2.020 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed from  10  CSR  140-2.020) 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-4.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  from  10  CSR  140-4.010 ) 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-6.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  from  10  CSR  140-6.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-7.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  from  10  CSR  140-7.010 ) 

39  MoReg  1170 

4 CSR  340-8.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  from  10  CSR  140-8.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

5 CSR  20-400.120 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION 

Division  of  Learning  Services  39  MoReg  191R 

39  MoReg  1084R 

5 CSR  20-400.130 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  191R 

39  MoReg  1084R 

5 CSR  20-400.140 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  192R 

39  MoReg  1085R 

5 CSR  20-400.450 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  1075 

5 CSR  20-500.130 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  630 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.140 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  631 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.150 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  632 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.160 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  633 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.170 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  633 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.180 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  634 

39  MoReg  1157 

5 CSR  20-500.190 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  634 

39  MoReg  1158 

5 CSR  20-500.200 

Division  of  Learning  Services 

39  MoReg  635 

39  MoReg  1158 

5 CSR  100-200.010 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  636 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.030 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  636R 

This  IssueR 

5 CSR  100-200.035 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  637 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.040 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  639 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.045 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  639 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.050 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  640 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.060 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  642 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.070 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  642 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.075 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  643R 

This  IssueR 

5 CSR  100-200.130 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  643 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.150 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  645 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.170 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  648 

This  Issue 

5 CSR  100-200.210 

Missouri  Commission  for  the  Deaf  and  Hard  of  Hearing 

39  MoReg  651 

This  Issue 

6 CSR  10-2.140 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHER  EDUCATION 

Commissioner  of  Higher  Education 

39  MoReg  1029 

6 CSR  10-12.010 

Commissioner  of  Higher  Education 

39  MoReg  1116 

7 CSR  10-1.010 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 

39  MoReg  729R 
39  MoReg  729 

7 CSR  10-12.010 

Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 

39  MoReg  493 

39  MoReg  1229 

7 CSR  10-12.020 

Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 

39  MoReg  493 

39  MoReg  1229 

7 CSR  10-12.030 

Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 

39  MoReg  494 

39  MoReg  1229 

7 CSR  10-25.010 

Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission 

39  MoReg  1129 

39  MoReg  1130 
39  MoReg  1171 
39  MoReg  1172 
39  MoReg  1231 
39  MoReg  1232 
39  MoReg  1232 
39  MoReg  1233 


8 CSR  10-4.160 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR  AND  INDUSTRIAL  RELATIONS 

Division  of  Employment  Security 

39  MoReg  1234 

9 CSR  30-2.010 

DEPARTMENT  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH 

Certification  Standards 

39  MoReg  438 

39  MoReg  1085 

10  CSR  10-5.220 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  769 

10  CSR  10-5.240 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

38  MoReg  1877R 

39  MoReg  1085R 

10  CSR  10-6.010 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

38  MoReg  2089 

39  MoReg  1085 

10  CSR  10-6.040 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  853 
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10  CSR  10-6.165 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

39  MoReg  732 

10  CSR  10-6.200 

Air  Conservation  Commission 

38  MoReg  2008 

39  MoReg  1087 

10  CSR  140-2.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-2.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

10  CSR  140-2.020 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-2.020) 

39  MoReg  1170 

10  CSR  140-4.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-4.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

10  CSR  140-6.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-6.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

10  CSR  140-7.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-7.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

10  CSR  140-8.010 

Division  of  Energy 
(Changed  to  4 CSR  340-8.010) 

39  MoReg  1170 

11  CSR  45-1.090 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  651 

11  CSR  45-4.010 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  192 

39  MoReg  1158 

11  CSR  45-4.020 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  192 

39  MoReg  1158 

11  CSR  45-4.030 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  196 

39  MoReg  1159 

11  CSR  45-4.055 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  196 

39  MoReg  1159 

11  CSR  45-4.190 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  196 

39  MoReg  1159 

11  CSR  45-4.200 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  197 

39  MoReg  1159 

11  CSR  45-4.205 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  198R 

39  MoReg  1159R 

11  CSR  45-4.230 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  652 

11  CSR  45-4.260 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  198 

39  MoReg  1160 

11  CSR  45-4.380 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  201 

39  MoReg  1160 

11  CSR  45-4.390 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  201 

39  MoReg  1161 

11  CSR  45-4.400 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  203 

39  MoReg  1161 

11  CSR  45-4.410 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  203 

39  MoReg  1161 

11  CSR  45-4.420 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  204 

39  MoReg  1162 

11  CSR  45-5.190 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  657 

11  CSR  45-5.225 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  658 

11  CSR  45-7.170 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  204 

39  MoReg  1162 

11  CSR  45-9.113 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  204 

39  MoReg  1162 

11  CSR  45-9.118 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  205 

39  MoReg  1162 

11  CSR  45-10.020 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  205 

39  MoReg  1163 

11  CSR  45-13.030 

Missouri  Gaming  Commission 

39  MoReg  205 

39  MoReg  1163 

12  CSR  10-109.050 

DEPARTMENT  OF  REVENUE 

Director  of  Revenue 

39  MoReg  495 

39  MoReg  1087 

13  CSR  40-7.035 

DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Family  Support  Division 

39  MoReg  1029 

13  CSR  65-2.010 

Missouri  Medicaid  Audit  and  Compliance 

39  MoReg  235 

39  MoReg  1119 

13  CSR  65-2.020 

Missouri  Medicaid  Audit  and  Compliance 

39  MoReg  238 

39  MoReg  1120 

13  CSR  65-2.030 

Missouri  Medicaid  Audit  and  Compliance 

39  MoReg  245 

39  MoReg  1127 

13  CSR  70-1.020 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

39  MoReg  854 

13  CSR  70-2.200 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

39  MoReg  856 

13  CSR  70-3.250 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

39  MoReg  858 

13  CSR  70-15.010 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

This  Issue 

This  Issue 

13  CSR  70-15.110 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

This  Issue 

This  Issue 

15  CSR  30-50.010 

ELECTED  OFFICIALS 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  835 

39  MoReg  249 

39  MoReg  1127 

15  CSR  30-50.040 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  835 

39  MoReg  249 

39  MoReg  1127 

15  CSR  30-52.015 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  836 

39  MoReg  250 

39  MoReg  1127 

15  CSR  30-52.030 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  836 

39  MoReg  250 

39  MoReg  1127 

15  CSR  30-52.275 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  837 

39  MoReg  251 

39  MoReg  1127 

15  CSR  30-54.010 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  837 

39  MoReg  251 

39  MoReg  1128 

15  CSR  30-54.070 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  837 

39  MoReg  251 

39  MoReg  1128 

15  CSR  30-54.150 

Secretary  of  State 

38  MoReg  838 

39  MoReg  252 

39  MoReg  1128 

16  CSR  10-3.010 

RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  497 

39  MoReg  1087 

16  CSR  10-4.014 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1078 

16  CSR  10-4.018 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1079 

16  CSR  10-5.010 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

38  MoReg  1235 

38  MoReg  2047 

16  CSR  10-5.030 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1079 

16  CSR  10-6.020 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  497 

39  MoReg  1088 
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16  CSR  10-6.045 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1080 

16  CSR  10-6.055 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1081 

16  CSR  10-6.090 

The  Public  School  Retirement  System  of 
Missouri 

39  MoReg  1082 

18  CSR  10-5.010 

PUBLIC  DEFENDER  COMMISSION 

Office  of  State  Public  Defender 

This  Issue 

19  CSR  10-33.010 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  SENIOR  SERVICES 

Office  of  the  Director 

39  MoReg  732R 
39  MoReg  733 

19  CSR  30-20.070 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  441 

39  MoReg  1163 

19  CSR  30-20.088 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  443 

39  MoReg  1163 

19  CSR  30-20.090 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  443 

39  MoReg  1164 

19  CSR  30-20.094 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  444 

39  MoReg  1164 

19  CSR  30-20.096 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  446 

39  MoReg  1165 

19  CSR  30-20.104 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  447 

39  MoReg  1165 

19  CSR  30-20.108 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  448 

39  MoReg  1166 

19  CSR  30-20.116 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  449 

39  MoReg  1166 

19  CSR  30-20.125 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  450 

39  MoReg  1167 

19  CSR  30-20.136 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  451 

39  MoReg  1168 

19  CSR  30-20.138 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  452 

39  MoReg  1168 

19  CSR  30-20.140 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  452 

39  MoReg  1168 

19  CSR  30-22.020 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  453R 

39  MoReg  1169R 

19  CSR  30-22.030 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  453R 

39  MoReg  1169R 

19  CSR  30-24.040 

Division  of  Regulation  and  Licensure 

39  MoReg  454R 

39  MoReg  1169R 

19  CSR  60-50 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  1173 
39  MoReg  1234 

19  CSR  60-50.400 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  861 

19  CSR  60-50.410 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  863 

19  CSR  60-50.415 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  863 

19  CSR  60-50.420 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  866 

19  CSR  60-50.430 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  866 

19  CSR  60-50.440 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  867 

19  CSR  60-50.450 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  868 

19  CSR  60-50.600 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  868 

19  CSR  60-50.700 

Missouri  Health  Facilities  Review  Committee 

39  MoReg  868 

20  CSR 

DEPARTMENT  OF  INSURANCE,  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS  AND  PROFESSIONAL  REGISTRATION 

Applied  Behavior  Analysis  Maximum  Benefit 

38  MoReg  432 

39  MoReg  692 

20  CSR 

Construction  Claims  Binding  Arbitration  Cap 

39  MoReg  167 

20  CSR 

Sovereign  Immunity  Limits 

39  MoReg  167 

20  CSR 

State  Legal  Expense  Fund  Cap 

39  MoReg  167 

20  CSR  2085-8.070 

Board  of  Cosmetology  and  Barber  Examiners 

39  MoReg  68 

39  MoReg  1088 

20  CSR  2150-9.080 

State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing  Arts 

39  MoReg  1224 

20  CSR  2231-2.010 

Division  of  Professional  Registration 

39  MoReg  498 

39  MoReg  1088 

22  CSR  10-2.094 

MISSOURI  CONSOLIDATED  HEALTH  CARE  PLAN 

Health  Care  Plan  39  MoReg  767 

39  MoReg  783 

39  MoReg  1230 

22  CSR  10-2.130 

Health  Care  Plan 

38  MoReg  1359R 

38  MoReg  1420R 

38  MoReg  2096R 
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Department  of  Economic  Development 

Division  of  Business  and  Community  Services 

4 CSR  85-5.020  Preliminary  Application  39  MoReg  1113  ..  . .May  15,  2014 Feb.  24,  2015 

Department  of  Social  Services 

MO  HealthNet  Division 

13  CSR  70-15.010  Inpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Plan; 

Outpatient  Hospital  Services  Reimbursement  Methodology  This  Issue July  1,  2014 Dec.  27,  2014 

13  CSR  70-15.110  Federal  Reimbursement  Allowance  (FRA) This  Issue July  1,  2014 Dec.  27,  2014 

Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration 

Missouri  Dental  Board 

20  CSR  2110-2.170  Fees Next  Issue July  18,  2014 Feb.  26,  2015 

State  Board  of  Pharmacy 

20  CSR  2220-4.010  General  Fees  Next  Issue July  18,  2014 Feb.  26,  2015 

Missouri  Consolidated  Health  Care  Plan 

Health  Care  Plan 

22  CSR  10-2.094  Tobacco-Free  Incentive  Provisions  and  Limitations 39  MoReg  767  May  1,  2014 Oct.  27,  2014 
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Publication 

14-07 

2014 

Establishes  the  Disparity  Study  Oversight  Review  Committee. 

July  2,  2014 

Next  Issue 

14-06 

Orders  that  the  Division  of  Energy  develop  a comprehensive  State  Energy  Plan 

to  chart  a course  toward  a sustainable  and  prosperous  energy  future  that  will 
create  jobs  and  improve  Missourians"  quality  of  life. 

June  18,  2014 

This  Issue 

14-05 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  exists  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and  directs  that  the 

Missouri  State  Emergency  Operations  Plan  be  activated. 

May  11,  2014 

39  MoReg  1114 

14-04 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  exists  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and  directs  that  the 

Missouri  State  Emergency  Operations  Plan  be  activated. 

April  3,  2014 

39  MoReg  1027 

14-03 

Designates  members  of  the  governor’s  staff  to  have  supervisory  authority  over 
certain  departments,  divisions,  and  agencies. 

March  20,  2014 

39  MoReg  958 

14-02 

Orders  the  Honor  and  Remember  Flag  be  flown  at  the  State  Capitol  each 
Armed  Forces  Day,  held  on  the  third  Saturday  of  each  May. 

March  20,  2014 

39  MoReg  956 

14-01 

Creates  the  Missouri  Military  Partnership  to  protect,  retain,  and  enhance  the 
Department  of  Defense  activities  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

Jan.  10,  2014 

39  MoReg  491 

13-14 

2013 

Orders  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  to  follow  sections  143.031.1  and 
143.091,  RSMo,  and  require  all  taxpayers  who  properly  file  a joint  federal 
income  tax  return  to  file  a combined  state  income  tax  return. 

Nov.  14,  2013 

38  MoReg  2085 

13-13 

Advises  that  state  offices  will  be  closed  on  Friday  November  29,  2013. 

Nov.  1,  2013 

38  MoReg  1859 

13-12 

Activates  the  state  militia  in  response  to  the  heavy  rains,  flooding,  and  flash 
flooding  that  began  on  Aug.  2,  2013. 

Aug.  7,  2013 

38  MoReg  1459 

13-11 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  and  activates  the  Missouri  State  Operation 
Plan  due  to  heavy  rains,  flooding,  and  flash  flooding. 

Aug.  6,  2013 

38  MoReg  1457 

13-10 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  exists  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and  directs  that 
the  Missouri  State  Emergency  Operations  Plan  be  activated. 

May  31,  2013 

38  MoReg  1097 

13-09 

Designates  members  of  the  governor’s  staff  to  have  supervisory  authority  over 
certain  departments,  divisions,  and  agencies. 

May  3,  2013 

38  MoReg  879 

13-08 

Activates  the  state  militia  in  response  to  severe  weather  that 
began  on  April  16,  2013. 

April  19,  2013 

38  MoReg  823 

13-07 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  and  directs  that  the  Missouri  State 
Emergency  Operations  Plan  be  activated  due  to  severe  weather  that 
began  on  April  16,  2013. 

April  19,  2013 

38  MoReg  821 

13-06 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  and  activates  the  Missouri  State 
Emergency  Operations  Plan  in  response  to  severe  weather  that 
began  on  April  10,  2013. 

April  10,  2013 

38  MoReg  753 

13-05 

Declares  a state  of  emergency  and  directs  that  the  Missouri  State 
Emergency  Operations  Plan  be  activated  due  to  severe  weather  that 
began  on  Feb.  20,  2013. 

Feb.  21,  2013 

38  MoReg  505 

13-04 

Expresses  the  commitment  of  the  state  of  Missouri  to  the  establishment  of 
Western  Governors  University  (WGU)  as  a non-profit  institution  of  higher 
education  located  in  Missouri  that  will  provide  enhanced  access  for 
Missourians  to  enroll  in  and  complete  on-line,  competency-based  higher 
education  programs.  Contemporaneously  with  this  Executive  Order,  the  state 
of  Missouri  is  entering  into  a Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with 
WGU  to  further  memorialize  and  establish  the  partnership  between  the  state 
of  Missouri  and  WGU. 

Feb.  15,  2013 

38  MoReg  467 

13-03 

Orders  the  transfer  of  the  Division  of  Energy  from  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Economic  Development. 

Feb.  4,  2013 

38  MoReg  465 

13-02 

Orders  the  transfer  of  the  post-issuance  compliance  functions  for  tax  credit 
and  job  incentive  programs  from  the  Missouri  Department  of  Economic 
Development  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue. 

Feb.  4,  2013 

38  MoReg  463 

13-01 

Orders  the  transfer  of  the  Center  for  Emergency  Response  and  Terrorism 
from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  the  Department  of 
Public  Safety. 

Feb.  4,  2013 

38  MoReg  461 
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ADMINISTRATION,  OFFICE  OF 

state  official’s  salary  compensation  schedule;  1 CSR  10;  12/2/13 

AIR  QUALITY,  AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

additional  air  quality  control  measures  may  be  required  when 
sources  are  clustered  in  a small  land  area;  10  CSR  10- 
5.240;  11/15/13,  6/2/14 

ambient  air  quality  standards;  10  CSR  10-6.010;  12/16/13,  6/2/14 
control  of  petroleum  liquid  storage,  loading,  and  transfer;  10  CSR 
10-5.220;  4/1/14 

hospital,  medical,  infection  waste  incinerators;  10  CSR  10-6.200; 

9/3/13,  12/2/13,  6/2/14 
reference  methods;  10  CSR  10-6.040;  4/15/14 
restriction  of  emission  of  odors;  10  CSR  10-6.165;  3/17/14 

BREATH  ALCOHOL  IGNITION  INTERLOCK  DEVICE 
CERTIFICATION  AND  OPERATIONAL  REQUIREMENTS 

approval  procedure;  7 CSR  60-2.020;  4/15/13 
breath  alcohol  ignition  interlock  device  security;  7 CSR  60-2.050; 
4/15/13 

definitions;  7 CSR  60-2.010;  4/15/13 

responsibilities  of  authorized  service  providers;  7 CSR  60-2.040; 
4/15/13 

standards  and  specifications;  7 CSR  60-2.030;  4/15/13 
suspension  or  revocation  of  approval  of  a device;  7 CSR  60-2.060; 
4/15/13 

BUSINESS  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICES,  DIVISION  OF 

application  process 

4 CSR  85-9.021;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
4 CSR  85-10.030;  3/17/14 
completion  and  closing;  4 CSR  85-10.040;  3/17/14 
cost  certification;  4 CSR  85-9.051;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
definitions 

4 CSR  85-8.011;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
4 CSR  85-9.011;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
event  notification 

4 CSR  85-9.041;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
general  organization;  4 CSR  85-10.010;  3/17/14 
miscellaneous;  4 CSR  85-10.060;  3/17/14 
model  procurement  standards;  4 CSR  85-10.050;  3/17/14 
preliminary  application;  4 CSR  85-5.020;  6/16/14 
project  proposal 

4 CSR  85-9.031;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
program  administration 

“ 4 CSR  85-8.021;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 
remediation  tax  credits;  4 CSR  85-10.020;  3/17/14 
support  contract;  4 CSR  85-9.035;  3/3/14,  5/1/14,  6/16/14 

CERTIFICATE  OF  NEED  PROGRAM 

application  package;  19  CSR  60-50.430;  4/15/14 
application  review  schedule;  19  CSR  60-50;  7/1/14,  7/15/14 
certificate  of  need  decisions;  19  CSR  60-50.600;  4/15/14 
criteria  and  standards  for  equipment  and  new  hospitals;  19  CSR  60- 
50.440;  4/15/14 

criteria  and  standards  for  long-term  care;  19  CSR  60-50.450; 
4/15/14 

letter  of  intent  package;  19  CSR  60-50.410;  4/15/14 
letter  of  intent  process;  19  CSR  60-50.400;  4/15/14 
post-decision  activity;  19  CSR  60-50.700;  4/15/14 
review  process;  19  CSR  60-50.420;  4/15/14 
special  exemption  subcommittee;  19  CSR  60-50.415;  4/15/14 

CHILDREN’S  DIVISION 

hand-up  pilot  program;  13  CSR  35-32.040;  6/3/13,  10/1/13 


CONSERVATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

class  I and  class  II  wildlife  breeder:  records  required;  3 CSR  10- 
9.359;  7/15/14 

closing;  3 CSR  10-11.115;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
deer 

antlerless  deer  hunting  permit  availability;  3 CSR  10-7.437; 
6/2/14 

firearms  hunting  season;  3 CSR  10-7.433;  6/2/14,  8/1/14 
landowner  privileges;  3 CSR  10-7.434;  6/2/14 
endangered  species;  3 CSR  10-4.111;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
fishing 

daily  and  possession  limits 

3 CSR  10-11.210;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
3 CSR  10-12.140;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
length  limits 

3 CSR  10-11.215;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
3 CSR  10-12.145;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
methods  and  limits;  3 CSR  10-11.205;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
general  prohibition;  applications;  3 CSR  10-4.110;  7/15/14 
licensed  hunting  preserve 

permit;  3 CSR  10-9.560;  7/15/14 
privileges;  3 CSR  10-9.565;  7/15/14 
records  required;  3 CSR  10-9.566;  7/15/14 
other  fish;  3 CSR  10-6.550;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
privileges  of  class  I and  class  II  wildlife  breeders;  3 CSR  10-9.353; 
7/15/14 

sale  of  live  bait;  3 CSR  10-10.735;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
use  of  boats  and  motors;  3 CSR  10-12.110;  4/15/14,  7/1/14 
wildlife  confinement  standards;  3 CSR  10-9.220;  7/15/14 

COSMETOLOGY  AND  BARBER  EXAMINERS,  BOARD  OF 

instructor  renewal  and  inactive  license  requirements;  20  CSR  2085- 
8.070;  1/2/14,  6/2/14 

DEAF  AND  HARD  OF  HEARING,  MISSOURI 
COMMISSION  FOR  THE 

application  for  interpreter  in  Missouri;  5 CSR  100-200.050;  3/3/14, 
8/1/14 

certification  maintenance;  5 CSR  100-200.130;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
fees;  5 CSR  100-200.150;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
general  organization;  5 CSR  100-200.010;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
Missouri  interpreters  certification  system 
5 CSR  100-200.030;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
5 CSR  100-200.035;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
performance  test  and  evaluation;  5 CSR  100-200.070;  3/3/14, 

8/1/14 

provisional  certification  in  education;  5 CSR  100-200.045;  3/3/14, 
8/1/14 

reinstatement;  5 CSR  100-200.210;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
restricted  certification  in  education;  5 CSR  100-200.040;  3/3/14, 
8/1/14 

skill  level  standards;  5 CSR  100-200.170;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
voluntary  recertification;  5 CSR  100-200.075;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 
written  test;  5 CSR  100-200.060;  3/3/14,  8/1/14 

ELEMENTARY  AND  SECONDARY  EDUCATION,  DEPART- 
MENT OF 

administrative  appeal  procedure  for  applicants  denied  certification; 

5 CSR  20-400.120;  1/15/14,  6/2/14 
administrative  procedures  for  recertifying  teachers  whose  certifi- 
cates have  been  revoked  by  a certificating  authority  other 
than  the  state  board  of  education;  5 CSR  20-400.140; 
1/15/14,  6/2/14 

administrative  procedures  for  recertifying  teachers  whose  certifi- 
cates have  been  revoked  by  the  state  board  of  education; 

5 CSR  20-400.130;  1/15/14,  6/2/14 
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appeals;  5 CSR  20-500.170;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
confidentiality  and  release  of  information;  5 CSR  20-500.130; 
3/3/14,  7/1/14 

due  process  hearing;  5 CSR  20-500.190;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
eligibility;  5 CSR  20-500.150;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
informal  review;  5 CSR  20-500.180;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
mediation;  5 CSR  20-500.200;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
minimum  standards;  5 CSR  20-500.140;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 
Missouri  advisory  board  for  educator  preparation  (MABEP);  5 
CSR  20-400.450;  6/2/14 

order  of  selection  for  services;  5 CSR  20-500.160;  3/3/14,  7/1/14 

ENERGY,  DIVISION  OF 

certification  of  renewable  energy  and  renewable  energy  compliance 
account 

4 CSR  340-8.010;  7/1/14 
10  CSR  140-8.010;  7/1/14 
energy  set-aside  fund 
definitions 

4 CSR  340-2.010;  7/1/14 
10  CSR  140-2.010;  7/1/14 

energy-efficiency  and  renewable  energy  loan  cycle;4  CSR  340- 
2;  7/1/14 
general  provisions 

4 CSR  340-2.020;  7/1/14 
10  CSR  140-2.020;  7/1/14 
Missouri  propane  education  and  research  program 
definitions  and  general  provisions-membership 
4 CSR  340-6.010;  7/1/14 

10  CSR  140-6.010;  7/1/14 

state  building  minimum  energy  efficiency  standard 
4 CSR  340-7.010;  7/1/14 
10  CSR  140-7.010;  7/1/14 
wood  energy  credit 

4 CSR  340-4.010;  7/1/14 
10  CSR  140-4.010;  7/1/14 

EXECUTIVE  ORDERS 

declares  a state  of  emergency  exists  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

directs  the  Missouri  State  Emergency  Operations  Plan  be 
activated;  14-05;  6/16/14 

orders  that  the  Division  of  Energy  develop  a comprehensive  State 
Energy  Plan  to  chart  a course  toward  a sustainable  and 
prosperous  energy  future  that  will  create  jobs  and  improve 
Missourians’  quality  of  life;  14-06;  8/1/14 

FAMILY  SUPPORT  DIVISION 

participation  verification;  13  CSR  40-7.035;  5/15/14 

GAMING  COMMISSION,  MISSOURI 

access  to  areas  of  class  B licensee  facilities;  11  CSR  45-7.170; 
1/15/14,  7/1/14 

affiliate  supplier’s  license;  11  CSR  45-4.205;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
application  for  class  A or  class  B license;  11  CSR  45-4.030; 
1/15/14,  7/1/14 

application  period  and  fees  for  a class  A and  class  B license;  11 
CSR  45-4.055  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
definitions;  11  CSR  45-1.090;  3/3/14 
identification  badge  requirements;  11  CSR  45-4.410;  1/15/14, 

7/1/14 

licensee  performance  of  duties;  11  CSR  45-4.400;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
licensee’s  and  applicant’s  duty  to  disclose  changes  in  information; 

11  CSR  45-10.020;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 

license  renewal  and  continuing  suitability  requirement;  11  CSR  45- 
4.190;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 

licenses,  restrictions  on  licenses,  licensing  authority  for  the  execu- 
tive director,  and  other  definitions;  11  CSR  45-4.020; 
1/15/14,  7/1/14 

minimum  internal  control  standards  (MICS) 

chapter  M;  11  CSR  45-9.113;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 


chapter  R;  11  CSR  45-9.118;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
minimum  standards  for  electronic  gaming  devises;  11  CSR  45- 
5.190;  3/3/14 

occupational  and  key  person/key  business  entity  license  application 
and  annual  fees;  11  CSR  45-4.380;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
occupational  license;  11  CSR  45-4.420;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
occupational  license  renewal;  11  CSR  45-4.390;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
occupational  licenses  for  class  A,  class  B,  and  suppliers;  11  CSR 
45-4.260;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 

requests  for  gaming  devices  and  associated  equipment  approval; 

11  CSR  45-5.225;  3/3/14 

requests  for  hearings;  11  CSR  45-13.030;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
types  of  licenses;  11  CSR  45-4.010;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
supplier’s  license;  11  CSR  45-4.200;  1/15/14,  7/1/14 
supplier’s  license  criteria;  11  CSR  45-4.230;  3/3/14 

HEALING  ARTS,  STATE  BOARD  OF  REGISTRATION  FOR 

fees;  20  CSR  2150-9.080;  7/15/14 

HEALTH  AND  SENIOR  SERVICES 

director,  office  of  the 

reporting  patient  abstract  data  by  hospitals  and  ambulatory 
surgical  centers;  19  CSR  10-33.010;  3/17/14 
regulation  and  licensure 

administrative  standards  for  rehabilitation  hospitals;  19  CSR 
30-22.020;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
central  services;  19  CSR  30-20.088;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
fire  safety,  general  safety,  and  operating  features;  19  CSR  30- 
20.108;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 

food  and  nutrition  services;  19  CSR  30-20.090;  2/3/14, 

7/1/14 

infection  prevention  and  control;  19  CSR  30-20.116;  2/3/14, 
7/1/14 

medical  records;  19  CSR  30-20.094;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
nursing  services;  19  CSR  30-20.096;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
registration  as  a hospital  infectious  waste  generator;  19  CSR 
30-20.070;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 

respiratory  care  services;  19  CSR  30-20.136;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
social  services;  19  CSR  30-20.104;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
specialized  inpatient  care  services;  19  CSR  30-20.138; 

2/3/14,  7/1/14 

standards  for  registration  as  a hospital  infectious  waste  genera- 
tor 

19  CSR  30-22.030;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
19  CSR  30-24.040;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
surgical  services;  19  CSR  30-20.140;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 
unlicensed  assistive  personnel  training  program;  19  CSR  30- 
20.125;  2/3/14,  7/1/14 

HIGHER  EDUCATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

educational  credit  for  military  training  or  service;  6 CSR  10- 
12.010;  6/16/14 

institutional  eligibility  for  student  participation;  6 CSR  10-2.140; 
5/15/14 

HIGHWAYS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION, 
MISSOURI 

organization;  general  provisions 

description,  organization,  and  information;  7 CSR  10-1.010; 
3/17/14 

scenic  byways 

application  procedures;  7 CSR  10-12.020;  2/18/14,  7/15/14 
nomination  review  process;  7 CSR  10-12.030;  2/18/14, 
7/15/14 

scenic  byways;  7 CSR  10-12.010;  2/18/14,  7/15/14 
skill  performance  evaluation  certificates  for  commercial  drivers;  7 
CSR  10-25.010;  6/16/14,  7/1/14,  7/15/14 

INSURANCE 

applied  behavior  analysis  maximum  benefit;  20  CSR;  3/3/14 
construction  claims  binding  arbitration  cap;  20  CSR;  1/2/14 
sovereign  immunity  limits;  20  CSR;  1/2/14 
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state  legal  expense  fund;  20  CSR;  1/2/14 

LABOR  AND  INDUSTRIAL  RELATIONS,  DEPARTMENT 
OF 

employment  security 

appeals  to  an  appeals  tribunal;  8 CSR  10-5.010;  7/1/13, 
10/15/13 

lessor  employing  units;  8 CSR  10-4.160;  7/15/14 

MEDICAID  AUDIT  AND  COMPLIANCE,  MISSOURI 

definitions;  13  CSR  65-2.010;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
denial  or  limitations  of  applying  provider;  13  CSR  65-2.030; 
1/15/14,  6/16/14 

provider  enrollment  and  application;  13  CSR  65-2.020;  1/15/14, 
6/16/14 

MENTAL  HEALTH,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

designation  of  programs  to  receive  county  community  mental  health 
funds;  9 CSR  30-2.010;  2/3/14,  6/2/14 

MISSOURI  CONSOLIDATED  HEALTH  CARE  PLAN 

tobacco-free  incentive  provisions  and  limitations;  22  CSR  10-2.094; 
4/1/14,  7/15/14 

MO  HEALTHNET 

federal  reimbursement  allowance  (FRA);  13  CSR  70-15.110;  8/1/14 
inpatient  hospital  services  reimbursement  plan;  outpatient  hospital 
services  reimbursement  methodology;  13  CSR  70-15.010; 
8/1/14 

MO  HealthNet  program  benefits  fro  human  organ  and  bone  mar- 
row/stem cell  transplants  and  related  medical  services;  13 
CSR  70-2.200;  4/15/14 

payment  policy  for  early  elective  delivery;  13  CSR  70-3.250; 
4/15/14 

standards  for  privacy  of  individually  identifiable  health  information; 
13  CSR  70-1.020;  4/15/14 

PROFESSIONAL  REGISTRATION,  DIVISION  OF 

designation  of  license  renewal  dates  and  related  renewal  informa- 
tion; 20  CSR  2231-2.010;  2/18/14,  6/2/14 

PROPANE  GAS  COMMISSION,  MISSOURI 

liquefied  petroleum  gases 

definitions  and  general  provisions;  2 CSR  90-10.001;  7/15/14 
inspection  authority-duties;  2 CSR  90-10.011;  7/15/14 
NFPA  Manual  54,  National  Fuel  Gas  Code ; 2 CSR  90- 
10.020;  7/15/14 

NFPA  Manual  58,  Storage  and  Handling  of  Liquefied 
Petroleum  Gases;  2 CSR  90-10.040;  7/15/14 

PUBLIC  DEFENDER,  OFFICE  OF  STATE 

public  defender  fees  for  service;  18  CSR  10-5.010;  8/1/14 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

discovery  and  prehearings;  4 CSR  240-2.090;  3/3/14,  7/15/14 

RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Missouri  local  government  employees’  retirement  system 
(LAGERS) 

public  school  retirement  system  of  Missouri,  the 
beneficiary 

16  CSR  10-5.030;  6/2/14 
16  CSR  10-6.090;  6/2/14 

payment  for  reinstatement  and  credit  purchases;  16  CSR  10- 
6.045;  6/2/14 

payment  of  funds  to  the  retirement  system;  16  CSR  10-3.010; 
2/18/14,  6/2/14 

reinstatement  and  credit  purchases;  16  CSR  10-4.014;  6/2/14 


source  of  funds;  16  CSR  10-6.020;  2/18/14,  6/2/14 
uniformed  services  employment  and  reemployment  rights  act; 
16  CSR  10-4.018;  6/2/14 
16  CSR  10-6.055;  6/2/14 

SECURITIES 

application  for  registration;  15  CSR  30-52.015;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
definitions;  15  CSR  30-50.010;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
forms;  15  CSR  30-50.040;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
general;  15  CSR  30-54.010;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
NASAA  statement  of  policy;  15  CSR  30-52.030;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
not-for-profit  securities;  15  CSR  30-54.070;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
small  company  offering  registration  (formerly  Missouri  issuer  reg- 
istration); 15  CSR  30-52.275;  1/15/14,  6/16/14 
suggested  form  of  investment  letter;  15  CSR  30-54.150;  1/15/14, 
6/16/14 

TAX 

taxation  of  software;  12  CSR  10-109.050;  2/18/14,  6/2/14 
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